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Chairman of the House General Laws Committee

FROM: Louise Fontaine Ware
Director

PHONE: 397-8519
DATE: December 1, 2002
RE: Roller Skating Safety Act (Senate Bill 436)

Senate Bill 436, adopted during the 2002 Session of the General Assembly, requested
“the Board of Professional and Occupational Regulation . .. [to] examine the feasibility and
appropriateness of regulating roller skating rinks.” The bill required the Board to report its
findings and recommendations to “the Chairs of the committees on General Laws of the House
of Delegates and the Senate.”

I am pleased to submit the results of the study to you. As a result of the study, the Board
has concluded that the roller skating industry does not need to be regulated in the same way that
the occupations and professions listed in Title 54.1 of the Code of Virginia are regulated.
However, the Board does recommend that the legislature consider legislation, if appropriate, to
establish minimal safety standards for this industry.

This report, approved November 18, 2002, outlines the findings, conclusions and
recommendations of the Board. Members of the Board for Professional and Occupational
Regulation would be pleased to answer any questions you may have regarding this study. Please
send any questions that you may have to:

Karen O’Neal
Deputy Director, Regulatory Programs
Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation
3600 West Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23230
(804) 367-8537
oneal@dpor.state.va.us

Board for Architects, Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, Certified Interior Designers, and Landscape Architects, Board for Asbestos. Lead. and Home Inspectors,
Auctioncers Board, Board for Barbers and Cosmetology, Board for Branch Pilots, Cemetery Board, Board for Contractors, Board for Geology. Board for
Hearing Aid Specialists, Board for Opticians, Polygraph Examiners Advisory Board, Profcssionsl Boxing and Wrestling. Real Estate Appraiser Board
Real Estatc Board, Board for Professional Soil Scientists, Board for Wastc Management Facility Operators, Board for Waterworks and Wastewater Works Operators.
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Senate Bill 436, adopted during the 2002 Session of the General Assembly, requested
“the Board of Professional and Occupational Regulation . . . [to] examine the feasibility and
appropriateness of regulating roller skating rinks.” The bill required the Board to report its
findings and recommendations to “the Chairs of the committees on General Laws of the House
of Delegates and the Senate.”

I am pleased to submit the results of the study to you. As a result of the study, the Board
has concluded that the roller skating industry does not need to be regulated in the same way that
the occupations and professions listed in Title 54.1 of the Code of Virginia are regulated.
However, the Board does recommend that the legislature consider legislation, if appropriate, to
establish minimal safety standards for this industry.

This report, approved November 18, 2002, outlines the findings, conclusions and
recommendations of the Board. Members of the Board for Professional and Occupational
Regulation would be pleased to answer any questions you may have regarding this study. Please
send any questions that you may have to:

Karen O’Neal
Deputy Director, Regulatory Programs
Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation
3600 West Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23230
(804) 367-8537
oneal@dpor.state.va.us

Board for Architects, Professional Engincers, Land Surveyors, Certified Interior Designers, and Landscape Architects. Board for Asbestos, Lead, snd Home Inspectors,
Auctioncers Board. Board for Barbers and Cosmctology. Board for Branch Pilots, Cemctery Board, Board for Contractors, Board for Geology, Board for
Hearing Aid Specialists, Board for Opticians, Polygraph Examiners Advisory Board, Professional Boxing and Wresthing, Real Estate Appraiser Board,
Real Ertatc Board. Board for Professional Soul Scicatists, Board for Waste Management Facility Operators. Board for Waterworks and Wastewnter Works Operators.



ONWEALTH OF yyp -
COMM ‘l 7 olad - !A}Z’ﬂ

DEPARTMENT OF PROFESSIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL REGULATION
3600 West Broad Street, Richmond, Virginia 232304917
Telephone: (804) 367-8500 TDD: (804) 367-9753 -
LOUISE FONTAINE WARE http./fwww.state.va.us/dpor DEPUTY DIRECTORS:

DIRECTOR JAMES L. GUFFEY
SANDRA WHITLEY RYALS Enforcement
CHIEF DEPUTY STE_VEN L. AR']_'HUR
Adminstration & Finance
TO: The Honorable Martin E. Williams KAREN W. O"NEAL
Regulatory Programs

Member, Senate of Virginia

FROM: Louise Fontaine Ware M/
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PHONE: 397-8519
DATE: December 1, 2002
RE: Roller Skating Safety Act (Senate Bill 436)

Senate Bill 436, adopted during the 2002 Session of the General Assembly, requested
“the Board of Professional and Occupational Regulation . . . [to] examine the feasibility and
appropriateness of regulating roller skating rinks.” The Board has concluded its study and has
reported its findings and recommendations to the Chairs of the committees on General Laws of
the House of Delegates and the Senate.

As the patron of the legislation requesting the study, I am pleased to submit a copy of the
results of the study to you. As a result of the study, the Board has concluded that the roller
skating industry does not need to be regulated in the same way that the occupations and
professions listed in Title 54.1 of the Code of Virginia are regulated. However, the Board does
recommend that the legislature consider legislation, if appropriate, to establish minimal safety
standards for this industry.

This report, approved November 18, 2002, outlines the findings, conclusions and
recommendations of the Board. Members of the Board for Professional and Occupational
Regulation would be pleased to answer any questions you may have regarding this study. Please
send any questions that you may have to:

Karen O’Neal
Deputy Director, Regulatory Programs
Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation
3600 West Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23230
(804) 367-8537
oneal@dpor.state.va.us
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Senate Bill 436 required the Board for Professional and Occupational Regulation
(“Board”) to examine the feasibility and appropriateness of regulating roller skating rinks in
Virginia and to present its findings to the Chairs of both the House of Delegates and Senate
Committees on General Laws. This report details the methodology used in studying this issue
and the information obtained. The report summarizes both oral and written comments received
by the Board, and concludes with recommendations to both General Assembly Committees.

This study utilized a variety of data-gathering techniques to ensure that no single source
disproportionately skewed the Board’s conclusions and recommendations. These included three
public hearings, written public comment, a review of injury statistics and a review of the
statutory authority in other states regarding roller skating rinks. Participation in the public
hearings and the written comments submitted exceeded expectations and provided some unique
perspectives regarding the potential impact of Senate Bill 436 on roller skating rinks.

First, a general sense of confusion seemed to exist among members of the roller skating
rink industry regarding the bill. The industry representatives assumed the bill would regulate
roller skating rinks in Virginia in much the same way as contractors and real estate agents are
currently regulated. Second, the various rink owners/operators who commented, either in
writing or at the public hearings, generally did not oppose a bill that would prescribe the basic
responsibilities of all rink owners and roller skaters in Virginia.

While the industry looked favorably upon the general intent of Senate Bill 436, certain
key provisions greatly concerned rink owners/operators and eventually became issues of
contention with proponents of the bill. The issues of contention centered around the following
concerns: the provision that the rinks provide helmets, in an amount equal to 10 percent of the
rink’s maximum capacity, for skaters; the ratio of one floor guard for every 100 skaters; and the
requirement that every floor guard be trained in emergency first aid.

As a result of the study, the Board concludes that the roller skating rink industry does not
warrant regulation in Virginia.

However, the Board recommends that the legislature consider legislation, if appropriate,
to establish minimum safety standards for this industry.



II. INTRODUCTION

A. Background and Purpose of Report

In 2001, five-year-old Clark Andrew Guye died after an accident at a roller skating rink
in Newport News in which the floor guard monitoring the rink fell on top of him. Following the
tragic accident, Clark’s parents, Dawn and Gary Guye, approached Senator Martin E. Williams
who introduced Senate Bill 436 during the 2002 Session of the General Assembly. The bill did
not establish a regulatory framework for roller skating rinks which would require the licensure or
certification of rinks, nor the creation of a regulatory oversight board. Instead, the bill outlined
the various duties and responsibilities incumbent upon both roller skating rink owners/operators
and the skaters themselves, as well as stated what enforcement options exist should the act be
violated.

The General Assembly passed an amended version of Senate Bill 436 with a re-
enactment clause and a directive for the Board for Professional and Occupational Regulation to
“examine the feasibility and appropriateness of regulating roller skating rinks.” The bill
instructed the Board to present its findings and recommendations to the Chairs of House of
Delegates and Senate Committees on General Laws by December 1, 2002.

B. Statutory Authority

Section 54.1-310 of the Code of Virginia provides the statutory authority for the Board
for Professional and Occupational Regulation to “evaluate constantly each profession and
occupation in the Commonwealth not otherwise regulated for consideration as to whether such
profession or occupation should be regulated and, if so, the degree of regulation that should be
imposed.”

Section 54.1-311 (B) of the Code further outlines the degrees of regulation as well as the
steps for determining the proper degree of regulation for a profession or occupation, if any by
stating the following:

B. In determining the proper degree of regulation, if any, the Board
shall determine the following:

1. Whether the practitioner, if unregulated, performs a service for
individuals involving a hazard to the public health, safety or
welfare.

2. The opinion of a substantial portion of the people who do not
practice the particular profession, trade or occupation on the need
for regulation.

3. The number of states which have regulatory provisions similar
to those proposed.



4. Whether there is sufficient demand for the service for which
there is no regulated substitute and this service is required by a
substantial portion of the population.

5. Whether the profession or occupation requires high standards of
public responsibility, character and performance of each individual
engaged in the profession or occupation, as evidenced by
established and published codes of ethics.

6. Whether the profession or occupation requires such skill that the
public generally is not qualified to select a competent practitioner
without some assurance that he has met minimum qualifications.

7. Whether the professional or occupational associations do not
adequately protect the public from incompetent, unscrupulous or

irresponsible members of the profession or occupation.

8. Whether current laws which pertain to public health, safety and
welfare generally are ineffective or inadequate.

9. Whether the characteristics of the profession or occupation make
it impractical or impossible to prohibit those practices of the
profession or occupation which are detrimental to the public
health, safety and welfare.
10. Whether the practitioner performs a service for others which
may have a detrimental effect on third parties relying on the expert
knowledge of the practitioner.

C. Methodology

Contact the bill patron to obtain additional information regarding the need for legislation.

Review current statutes in other jurisdictions.

Obtain medical information and injury statistics relating to roller skating.

Consult with roller skating associations to obtain relevant data.

Conduct at least one public hearing in the Hampton Roads area and add two additional
hearings around the state depending on the level of interest.

Solicit written comments from: the parents of Clark Andrew Guye, roller skating rink
owners/operators, members of roller skating associations, and other interested parties.



III. Findings
A. Profile of the Industry'

Roller skating can be traced back to 1760 when a Belgian inventor first introduced the
roller skate to the world. In 1819, the first patent was granted for roller skates. By 1883, roller
skating had become a popular pastime for men and women. Wealthy men in Newport, R.I.,
played "roller polo," a hockey game. Others held contests in dance and figure skating.
Outdoors, men and women were racing in speed contests. The more the public saw of skating,
the more they wanted to try it themselves. The roller skating industry started to prosper.

Just before World War 11, a group of skating rink owners formed the Roller Skating Rink
Operators Association (RSROA) to promote roller skating and establish good business practices
for skating rinks. The RSROA eventually changed its name to the Roller Skating Association
International (RSA) and has played an active leadership role in the roller skating industry since
1937. The RSA is a trade association representing skating center owners and operators; teachers,
coaches and judges of roller skating; and manufacturers and suppliers of roller skating
equipment. The RSA provides its members with industry information, publications, purchasing
discounts, national marketing programs, and an opportunity to attend educational seminars and
an annual convention and trade show.

Under the guidance of the association, roller skating enjoyed steady growth through the
1940s, 50s and 60s. It became known as a family activity that provides fitness, socialization and
fun — an image that prevails today.

In the 1970s, several improvements occurred in roller skating. Skating floors became
easier to maintain. Plastic wheels that provided smoother, easier skating became the standard.
The music and lighting at skating centers was also modernized. When skaters discovered how
easy it was to skate with the new wheels, another big skating boom exploded. By 1977, people
everywhere were skating to music.

After the boom during the disco era, roller skating industry growth slowed through the
80s. In 1986, manufacturers began offering in-line skates to fitness enthusiasts. When
manufacturers began marketing in-line skates to the public in the 1990s, people became excited
about roller skating again. By the mid-90s, in-line skating and in-line hockey had become two of
the most popular sports in America.

Skating center owners began to utilize the new market by renting in-line skates and
promoting the safety benefits of skating indoors. During this decade of change, many skating
centers began to expand into family entertainment centers by offering a wider variety of
entertainment choices. Though many skating centers now offer video and redemption games,
laser tag and soft play, operators insist that roller skating will always remain the anchor of their
business.

' The following history was obtained from the Roller Skating Association International website
(www.rollerskating.org).



In 1997, an independent survey reported approximately 62 roller skating rinks in
Virginia. RSA statistics for 2002 report roughly 26 rinks currently enrolled as members in the
organization.

B. State Statutes

Currently, 11 other states have statues that are similar to Senate Bill 436: Georgia,
[llinois, Indiana, Maine, Michigan, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, Texas,
and Wisconsin. Appendix B provides a specific comparison between Senate Bill 436 and the
other state statutes.

A review of Senate Bill 436 and the 11 other statutes shows that Virginia modeled its bill
after various sections of the Illinois and South Carolina statutes. During the public hearings,
Senator Williams’ legislative aide confirmed that the bill was patterned after the Illinois statute.

The Board received testimony concerning the key differences among the other state
statues and Senate Bill 436 as they relate to the roller skating rink operator’s duties and
responsibilities in the following areas:

o The helmet provision requiring operators to maintain a minimum number of
safety helmets in an amount equal to 10 percent of the rink’s maximum
occupancy;

o The 1:100 ratio of floor guards to skaters; and

. The requirement that floor guards be trained in emergency first aid.

None of the 11 other roller skating safety statutes contain either a helmet provision or
require emergency training of any kind for floor guards. With regard to the ratio of floor guards
to skaters, other state statues mandate ratios of either 1:175 or 1:200.

C. Virginia Statutes of Note

The Code of Virginia contains a statute with provisions similar to those in Senate Bill
436, namely the Amusement Device Rider Safety Act (§§ 59.1-519 through 524). Like Senate
Bill 436, the Amusement Device Rider Safety Act prescribes responsibilities for the riders of
amusement devices, signage requirements for the owners/operators of such devices, and the
exact same enforcement and common law doctrines sections found in Senate Bill 436. Other
than the signage requirement, the Act does not mandate any other duties for amusement device
owners/operators. Also, the Act contains a duty provision on the part of the parent or guardian
of a rider, as well as the duty of a rider himself, to file an injury report with the owner/operator of

the amusement device before leaving the premises. These final two duties do not exist in Senate
Bill 436.

With regard to the most contentious issue raised concerning Senate Bill 436 — the helmet
provision — one should note that the Equine Activity Liability Act (§§ 3.1-796.130 through



796.133) does not contain a helmet provision. Additionally no Virginia statute mandates that
helmets be worn while riding a bicycle. Section 46.2-906.1 of the Code of Virginia simply
allows that:

the governing body of any county, city or town may, by ordinance,
provide that every person fourteen years of age or younger shall
wear a protective helmet that meets the standards promulgated by
the American National Standards Institute or the Snell Memorial
Foundation whenever riding or being carried on a bicycle.

D. Roller Skating-Related Injuries

According to information received from the Centers for Disease Control (“CDC”)
regarding sports related injuries, on average persons between the ages of 5 and 24 sustain
skating-related injuries that result in 150,000 emergency room visits a year. While this number
may appear large, one should note that the number of skating injuries provided by the CDC
combined roller skating injuries with injuries sustained during ice skating and skateboarding as
well. Additionally, the information provided did not specify whether the injuries were sustained
in a rink or outdoors. For a comparative perspective, the CDC statistics also documented the
following for the 5-24 age group:

Type of activity/sport Number of yearly
visits to an
emergency room

Roller Skating/ 150,000
Ice Skating/Skate Boarding
Basketball 447,000
Cycling 421,000
Football 271,000
Baseball/Softball 245,000
Soccer 95,000
Gymnastics/Cheerleading 146,000
Playground related activity 137,000

Ambulatory Health Care Data, 1997-1998 (June 12, 2002)

The U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (“CPSC”) provided more detailed injury
information regarding the activity/sport of roller skating. According to the CPSC’s National
Electronic Injury Surveillance System, individuals of all ages sustained:

o 45, 232 roller skating related injuries in 1999;
o 44, 476 roller skating related injuries in 2000; and
o 48, 933 roller skating related injuries in 2001.

The following analysis of CPSC statistics documents areas of the body where a majority of the
injuries occurred each year:



Number of Injuries per Body Part (Percentage of Total for that Year)

1999 2000 2001
Ankle 3561.2 (7.87%) 4173.4 (9.38%) 4787.3 (9.78%)
Elbow 3690.5 (8.16%) 3549.5 (7.98 %) 3837.4 (7.84%)
Face 1470.4 (3.25%) 2379.4 (5.35%) 1958.8 (4.00%)
Finger 1957.6 (4.33%) 1240.7 (2.79%) 1262.2 (2.58%)
Hand 1270.1 (2.81%) 1085.0 (2.44%) 1154.5 (2.36%)
Head 2146.9 (4.75%) 2022.9 (4.55%) 2261.8 (4.62%)
Knee 3630.7 (8.03%) 3559.2 (8.00%) 3416.4 (6.98%)
Lower Arm 7212.2 (15.95%) 5915.8 (13.30%) 7694.7 (15.72%)
Lower Leg 1620.7 (3.58%) 1800.7 (4.05%) 2210.6 (4.52%)
Lower Trunk 2070.1 (4.58%) 2004.1 (4.51%) 3073.3 (6.28%)
Wrist 12678.0 (28.03%) 12607.0 (28.35%) 12563.0 (25.67%)

The injuries reported to the CPSC ranged from simple sprains and contusions to more
serious injuries such as concussions, factures, dislocations, and even amputations. Appendix C
provides a further analysis of the injury to body parts by age and severity for 1999, 2000, and

2001.

The CPSC data does not distinguish between injuries sustained in a for-profit roller
skating rink and those that occurred outside or at a non-profit rink. This distinction is important
because Senate Bill 436 only addresses for-profit rinks. The CPSC data does, however, contain
nine categories to describe the location of the accident, if known, including “Home,” “Street or
Highway,” “Other Public Property” and “Place of Recreation or Sports.” In an attempt to
determine the number of injuries that occurred inside roller skating rinks, the injury statistics for
“Other Public Property” and “Place of Recreation or Sports” provided the following information:

Number of Injuries Per Body Part (Percentage of Total for That Year)

1999 2000 2002
Ankle 42 (8.68%) 53 (9.55%) 61 (9.31%)
Arm 85 (17.56%) 86 (15.50%) 127 (19.39%)
Ear 2 (0.41%) 1 (0.18%) 1(0.15%)
Elbow 44 (9.09%) 45 (8.11%) 45 (6.87%)
Eye 2(0.41%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.15%)
Face 27 (5.58%) 27 (4.86%) 31 (4.73%)
Finger 12 (2.48 %) 21 (3.78%) 25 (3.82%)
Foot 2 (0.41%) 7 (1.26%) 2(0.31%)
Hand 17 (3.51%) 11 (1.98%) 11 (1.68%)
Head 30 (6.20%) 30 (5.41%) 34 (5.19%)
Knee 28 (5.79%) 43 (1.75%) 43 (6.56%)
Leg 14 (2.89%) 27 (4.86%) 38 (5.80%)
Lower Trunk 23 (4.75%) 26 (4.68%) 43 (6.56%)
Mouth 6 (1.24%) 10 (1.80%) 9 (1.37%)
Neck 6 (1.24%) 5(0.90%) 4(0.61%)




Nose 1(0.21%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%)
Other 3 (0.62%) 2 (0.36%) 4(0.61%)
Shoulder 8 (1.65 %) 12 (2.16%) 9 (1.37%)
Toe 0 (0.00%) 4(0.72%) 1 (0.15%)
Upper Trunk 7 (1.45%) 8 (1.44%) 8 (1.22%)
Wrist 125 (25.83%) 137 (24.68%) 158 (24.12%)
Total 484 555 655

One should note that the numbers above may include skating-related injuries in locations
other than for-profit rinks, such as public parks.

At no point does the CPSC data document a death caused by a skating injury. During one
of the public hearings, the parents of Clark Andrew Guye stated that they were aware of three
deaths at roller skating rinks since 1999: their son, Clark; a 66-year-old man who fell and hit his
head; and a seven-year-old girl in Wisconsin in an incident similar to Clark Guye’s tragic
accident. The insurance company that had insured RSA members for the past eight years
indicated its records showed a nationwide average of approximately one death in a roller skating
rink annually.

E. Public Comments

The Board held three public hearings to solicit public comment regarding the need to
regulate roller skating rinks in Virginia. The hearings were held in Newport News on September
20, 2002; in Richmond on September 23, 2002; and in Roanoke on October 4, 2002. Appendices
D (for Newport News), E (for Richmond) and F (for Roanoke) summarize the comments
received at the hearings.

Public participation at the hearings was considerable, with the parents of Clark Andrew
Guye, Senator Williams’ legislative aide, and various roller skating rink owners/operators and
industry representatives attending all three hearings.

Members of the public, especially those representing the roller skating industry,
expressed confusion regarding the intent of Senate Bill 436. Many assumed the bill would
mandate a regulatory scheme for roller skating rinks similar to those found in Title 54.1 of the
Code of Virginia. As previously noted, the bill was never designed to regulate the roller skating
industry, but rather to prescribe the responsibilities of rink owners/operators and roller skaters.
The Board made numerous attempts to clarify this basic misconception about the bill to the
various members of the public who attended the public hearings.

Proponents of Senate Bill 436 and industry representatives repeatedly stated their intent
to contact each other in an attempt to design compromise language acceptable to all interested
parties. However, at no time during the course of the study did any such communication occur.
At two of the public hearings, members of the Board encouraged the interested parties to initiate
dialogue and reach consensus on the bill.




1. General

Various proponents of the bill expressed surprise that a person could be so seriously
injured at a skating rink as to suffer injuries resulting in death. They understood the need to wear
safety equipment when skating outdoors but believed the roller skating industry should be more
proactive in informing the public that such equipment, such as a helmet, should be worn in a rink
as well. They cited this lack of awareness as the primary reason why people did not wear
helmets and other safety equipment in the rinks. In response, the rink owners/operators indicated
that they encourage patrons to bring and wear personal safety equipment inside the rinks,
whether or not the rinks display signage explicitly stating such a policy.

The roller skating rink owners/operators who commented generally did not oppose a bill
that would prescribe the basic responsibilities of all rink owners and roller skaters in Virginia.
Numerous industry representatives stated that they would support a bill identical to the Illinois
statute, after which Senate Bill 436 was originally patterned. While the industry looked
favorably upon the general concept behind the bill, certain key provisions caused them great
concern and ultimately became issues of contention with proponents of Senate Bill 436.

2. Helmet Provision

The industry’s main area of concern with Senate Bill 436 centered around the provision
for rinks to make available “a number of safety helmets available for use by roller skaters in an
amount equal to ten percent of the rink’s maximum capacity and in sizes appropriate to the
incremental skate sizes.”

Rink owners/operators argued that the helmet provision would impose a financial
hardship, noting that the cost of the helmet (estimates ranged from $25 - $35 each), as well as
associated storage and maintenance costs, would be impossible to recover. They claimed that no
one, especially children, would wear helmets and indicated that virtually no skater made use of
helmets already available for use at certain rinks. Additionally, the owners/operators stated that
the use of helmets was normally low because they interfere with the social nature of roller
skating at a rink.

Responses to the owners/operators focused on the bill’s failure to prohibit the renting or
selling of helmets at a rink, noting that the rinks could potentially recoup the cost of the helmets
by renting them to skaters. Others suggested that charitable organizations or safety equipment
companies might supply helmets at no or very low cost to rinks. Also, proponents of the bill
maintained that increased public awareness about the importance of wearing a helmet inside a
rink would increase the number of people who would wear the helmets provided.

Industry representatives also expressed fear that the current language in the bill would
eventually mandate all skaters to wear helmets in a rink. The Guyes stated that mandatory
language originally existed in the bill before being replaced with the current voluntary usage
provision. Rink owners/operators commented that mandated helmet usage would, in effect,
devastate an industry that is already suffering low attendance.



Rink owners/operators noted further that simply making helmets available for use —
without raising awareness — would not achieve the bill’s purpose in promoting skater safety.
They suggested instead a signage requirement at rinks informing patrons of the safety benefits of
bringing and wearing their own helmets and other equipment should they choose to do so.

Industry representatives also raised questions about liability issues and the bill’s failure to
specify the type of helmet required and to identify any mechanism to ensure proper size and fit.
To the rink owners/operators, the use and fit of a helmet is an issue best resolved by individual
skaters or parents of children who skate, rather than by the owners and operators themselves.

Finally, rink owners/operators argued against current language that linked the number of
available helmets to the maximum capacity of the rink. Maximum capacity, defined based on
building or fire codes, might be as high as 1000 people, while peak attendance at rinks
approximates 300 people. Owners/operators looked favorably on a suggestion to link the number
of helmets to average attendance levels, noting that they already maintain that information for
insurance purposes.

Proponents of Senate Bill 436 — while remaining adamant that helmets remain a key
element of the bill — agreed that the helmet provision should be reworked to address some of the
industry’s concerns, especially the issue surrounding maximum capacity versus average
attendance. Proponents also acknowledged the unique nature of at the bill’s helmet provision in
that such a requirement did not exist in any other state statute.

3. Ratio of Floor Guards to Skaters

A second major issue of contention over Senate Bill 436 concerned the ratio of one floor
guard for every 100 skaters. Rink owners/operators cited the industry standard of 1:200, noting
that many other state statutes observed that ratio. Proponents of the bill offered no rationale for
the 1:100 proposal in the bill and indicated a willingness to revise the ratio to reflect the industry
standard.

4. Emergency First Aid

The final major issue raised during the public hearings centered on the requirement for
rinks to provide every floor guard with emergency first aid training. Industry representatives
noted that the average age of floor guards was approximately 15-18 years old, and that teenagers
should not bear primary responsibility to perform first aid on an injured person. Instead, rink
owners/operators proposed that the owner or manager-on-duty be trained in emergency first aid.
In the event of an injury, the floor guard would be responsible for maintaining crowd control
while an owner or manager administered first aid. Industry representatives also expressed
concerns about the financial burden for training floor guards because turnover in those positions
are high and the bill does not specify the type of training required.

Proponents of the bill supported the existing emergency first aid requirement as necessary
for safety, noting that floor guards would likely be first on the scene of an injury while managers
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might be unable to respond immediately. The Guyes said they advocated strongly for the current
language because neither a floor guard nor a manager provided medical assistance during their
son’s tragic accident. Proponents also argued that the cost of basic first aid training is minimal
and would not pose a significant financial burden on rink owners/operators.

Industry representatives mentioned other suggestions to improve Senate Bill 436,
including less ambiguous language prescribing skaters’ responsibilities and signage outlining the
skater’s duties as well as the operator’s duties. Finally, owners/operators requested the bill be
expanded to cover skating venues other than only for-profit rinks.

F. Written Comments

The Board received significantly fewer written comments than oral testimony. Only one
proponent of Senate Bill 436 submitted written comments, which advocated for increased
education about the dangers of roller skating and the need to use safety equipment in rinks.

Five people involved with the roller skating industry provided written comments,
including a fiscal impact statement from one rink operator. This operator’s estimates of the
financial burden associated with the bill showed (1) the cost to the average roller skating rink of
the helmet provision [$9, 119.79 increase in annual expenses plus a $5,375.00 initial startup
cost], and (2) the cost to the average roller skating rink of the floor guard-to-skater ratio and the
emergency first aid training provisions [$43, 273.00 increase in annual expenses plus a $§912.50
initial startup cost].

The attorney who authored the New Jersey roller skating safety statute also submitted
written comments and specific suggestions for amendments to improve Senate Bill 436.

Appendix G summarizes all written comments received.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the information received as a result of the study, the Board for
Professional and Occupational Regulation concludes that the roller skating rink industry does not
warrant regulation in Virginia.

However, the Board recommends that the legislature consider legislation, if appropriate,
to establish minimum safety standards for this industry.
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VIRGINIA ACTS OF ASSEMBLY - 2002 SESSION

APPENDIX A

CHAPTER 790
An Act to amend the Code of Virginia by adding in Title 59.1 a chapter numbered 45, consisting of
sections numbered 59.1-519 through 59.1-524, relating to the Roller Skating Safety Act; Clark's
Law; penalty.

IS 436}
Approved April 8, 2002

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia:
1. That the Code of Virginia is amended by adding in Title 59.1 a chapter numbered 45,
consisting of sections numbered 59.1-519 through 59.1-524, as follows:
CHAPTER 45.
ROLLER SKATING SAFETY ACT.

§59.1-519. Short title.

This chapter may be cited as the "Roller Skating Safety Act" or "Clark's Law.”

§ 59.1-520. Definitions.

As used in this chapter:

"Floor guard” means a person employed by the operator to oversee the skating session and
maintain order in the roller skating rink.

"Operator” means a person who owns, manages, controls or directs or who has operational
responsibility for a roller skating rink.

"Roller skater" means a person wearing roller skates while in a roller skating rink for the purpose
of recreational or competitive roller skating. Roller skater also includes any person in such roller
skating rink who is an invitee, whether or not said person pays consideration.

"Roller skating rink" means a for profit private or commercial structure or facility containing an
area specifically designed for roller skating that is regularly used or aoffered for use to the public for
recreational or competitive roller skating.

"Spectator” means a person who is present in a roller skating rink only for the purpose of
observing recreational or competitive skating.

§39.1-521. Operator duties and responsibilities.

An cperator shall:

1. Post conspicuously in at least three locations in the roller skating rink the duties and
responsibilities of the operator as prescribed in this chapter;

2. Maintain the stability and legibility of all signs, symbols, and posted notices required by this
chapter:;

3. Have a number of safety helmets available for use by roller skaters in an amount equal to ten
percent of the rink’s maximum capacity and in sizes appropriate (o the incremental skate sizes made
available for use;

4. Have at least one floor guard on duty for every approximately 100 skaters when the rink is
open for sessions. Floor guards shall be provided training in emergency first aid and the procedure
Jor exiting the rink in times of emergency:

5. Maintain the skating surface in a reasonably safe condition and clean and inspect the skating
surface before each session;

6. Maintain the railings, kickboards and walls surrounding the skating surface in good condition;

7. Ensure that the covering on the riser is securely fastened in rinks with step-up or step-down
skating surfaces;

8. Install fire extinguishers and inspect fire extinguishers at recommended intervals;

9. Inspect emergency lighting units periodically to ensure the lights are in proper order;

10. Keep exit lights in service areas on when skating surface lights are turned off during special
numbers;

I1. Check rental skates on a regular basis to ensure the skates are in good mechanical condition;
and

12. Comply with all applicable state and local safety codes.
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§59.1-522. Skater responsibilities.

Each skater shali:

1. Maintain reasonable control of his speed and course at all times to the extent he is able;

2. Comply with all properly posted signs and warnings and follow the reasonable instructions of
the operator;

3. Wear skares only in areas designated by the operator; and

4. Refrain from acting in a manner that may cause or coniribute to the injury of himself or any
other person.

§59.1-523. Enforcement; civil penalties.

A. Enforcement of the provisions of this chapter may be brought only as follows:

1. Any law-enforcement officer may issue a summons for a violation of this chapter; and

2. The attorney for the county, city or town in which the alleged violation occurred may bring an
action to recover the civil penalty authorized by subsection B.

B. Any person who violates the provisions of this chapter may be subject to a civil penalty in an
amount not o exceed $500. Such penalty shall be paid into the local treasury.

§59.1-524. Common law doctrines not affected.

Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to repeal or diminish in any respect common law
doctrines, which shall continue in full force and effect, nor shall a violation of this chapter constitute
negligence per se in any civil action.

2. That the provisions of the first enactment of this act shall not become effective unnless
reenacted by the 2003 Session of the General Assembly.

3. That the Board of Professional and Occupational Regulation shall examine the feasibility and
appropriateness of regulating roller skating rinks. The Board of Professional and QOccupational
Regulation shall report its findings, including any recommendation for regulation and the terms
of any such regulation to the Chairs of the Commitices on General Laws of the House of
Delegates and the Senate on or before December 1, 2002,
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APPENDIX B

Comparison of Senate Bill 436 with Other State Roller Skating

Safety Statutes

The following comparison chart was derived largely from the results of a search of
statutes and codes of the individual states listed. Access to these statutes was conducted via the
internet primarily utilizing the search engine provided on the FindLaw — Cases and Codes web
page (http://www.findlaw.com/casecode/)

NOTE: specific information regarding each state statute can be found in
parenthesis by the name of each state
CONTENT OF SB 436 STATES WHOSE STATUTES STATES WHOSE

CONTAIN SIMILAR CONTENT STATUTES DO NOT

CONTAIN SIMILAR

CONTENT
Definitional section
e Definition of “Floor Guard” None None

e Definition of “Operator”

Georgia, Illinois, Maine, Michigan, New
Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, South
Carolina, Texas

Indiana, Wisconsin

e Definition of “Roller Skater”

Georgia, Illinois, Maine, Michigan, New
Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, South
Carolina

Indiana, Texas,
Wisconsin,

e Definition of “Roller Skating Rink”

Georgia, Illinois, Maine, Michigan, New
Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, South
Carolina, Texas

Indiana, Wisconsin

e Definition of “Spectator”

Georgia, Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina,
Texas

Indiana, Maine,
Wisconsin

Operator Responsibilities section

e Post conspicuously in at least three
locations in the roller skating rink
the duties and responsibilities of the
operator as prescribed in this
chapter

Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina

Georgia, Maine, Texas,
Wisconsin

e Maintain the stability and legibility
of all signs, symbols, and posted
notices required by this chapter

Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Maine,
Michigan, New Jersey, North Carolina,
Ohio, South Carolina, Texas

Wisconsin




Have a number of safety helmets
available for use by roller skaters in
an amount equal to ten percent of
the rink's maximum capacity and in
sizes appropriate to the incremental
skate sizes made available for use

None

Georgia, Illinois,
Indiana, Maine,
Michigan, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Ohio,
South Carolina, Texas,
and Wisconsin

Have at least one floor guard on
duty for every approximately 100
skaters when the rink is open for
sessions.

Illinois (1 per 200)
Indiana (1 per 175)

New Jersey (1 per 200)
North Carolina (1 per 200)
Ohio (1 per 175)

South Carolina (1 per 200)
Texas (1 per 200)

Georgia, Maine,
Michigan, Wisconsin

Floor guards shall be provided
training in emergency first aid and
the procedure for exiting the rink in
times of emergency

None

Georgia, Illinois,
Indiana, Maine,
Michigan, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Ohio,
South Carolina, Texas,
and Wisconsin

Maintain the skating surface in a
reasonably safe condition and clean
and inspect the skating surface
before each session

Georgia (maintain in standards accepted
in industry; no inspection required)
Ilinois

Indiana

Maine (maintain in standards accepted in
industry; no inspection required)
Michigan (maintain in standards accepted
in industry; no inspection required)

New Jersey

North Carolina

Ohio

South Carolina

Texas (maintain in good condition)

Wisconsin

Maintain the railings, kickboards
and walls surrounding the skating
surface in good condition

Illinois, Indiana, New Jersey, North
Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, Texas

Georgia, Maine,
Michigan, Wisconsin

Ensure that the covering on the riser
is securely fastened in rinks with
step-up or step-down skating
surfaces

Illinois, New Jersey, North Carolina,
South Carolina

Georgia, Indiana,
Maine, Michigan,
Ohio, Texas,
Wisconsin

Install fire extinguishers and inspect
fire extinguishers at recommended
intervals

Illinois, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio

Georgia, Indiana,
Maine, Michigan,
South Carolina, Texas,
Wisconsin




e Inspect emergency lighting units
periodically to ensure the lights are
in proper order

Illinois, New Jersey, North Carolina,
Ohio, South Carolina

Georgia, Indiana,
Maine, Michigan,
Texas, Wisconsin

e Keep exit lights in service areas on
when skating surface lights are
turned off during special numbers

Illinois, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio

Georgia, Indiana,
Maine, Michigan,
South Carolina, Texas,
Wisconsin

e Check rental skates on a regular
basis to ensure the skates are in
good mechanical condition

Georgia (maintain in standards accepted
in industry)

Ilinois

Indiana (maintain skates in good
mechanical condition)

Maine (maintain in standards accepted in
industry)

Michigan (maintain in standards accepted
in industry)

Ohio

New Jersey

North Carolina

South Carolina (inspect skates on a
regular basis and maintain in good
mechanical condition)

Texas (inspect and maintain skates in
good mechanical condition)

Wisconsin

e Comply with all applicable state
and local safety codes

Illinois, Indiana, New Jersey, North
Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina

Georgia, Maine,
Michigan, Texas,
Wisconsin

Skater Responsibilities section

e Maintain reasonable control of his
speed and course at all times to the
extent he is able

Georgia, Illinois, Indiana Maine,
Michigan, New Jersey, North Carolina,
Ohio, South Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin

(NOTE: only South Carolina’s statute
contains “to the extent he is able”)

Wisconsin




e Comply with all properly posted
signs and warnings and follow the
reasonable instructions of the
operator

Georgia (nothing about complying with
signs; read all posted signs and warnings)
[llinois (nothing about complying with
signs; heed all posted signs and warnings)
Indiana (nothing about complying with
signs; heed all posted signs and warnings)
Michigan (nothing about complying with
signs; read all posted signs and warnings)
Ohio (nothing about complying with
signs; heed all posted signs and warnings)
New Jersey (nothing about complying
with signs; heed all posted signs and
warnings)

North Carolina (nothing about complying
with signs; heed all posted signs and
warnings)

South Carolina

Texas (comply with posted signs or
warnings; obey instructions given by the
operator)

Maine, Wisconsin

e Wear skates only in areas
designated by the operator

South Carolina

Georgia, Illinois,
Indiana, Maine,
Michigan, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Ohio,
Texas, Wisconsin

e Refrain from acting in a manner
that may cause or contribute to the
injury of himself or any other
person

Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, New
Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, South
Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin

Maine

Enforcement- Civil Penalties section

None

Georgia, Illinois,
Indiana, Maine,
Michigan, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Ohio,
South Carolina Texas,
Wisconsin




Common Law Doctrines Not Affected

e Nothing in this chapter shall be
construed to repeal or diminish in
any respect common law doctrines,
which shall continue in full force
and effect, nor shall a violation of
this chapter constitute negligence
per se in any civil action

The following states allow for a skater,
spectator or operator who violate the
statute to be liable in a civil action for
damages resulting from the violation:
Georgia, Maine, Michigan

The following states have an assumption
of the risk provision in their statutes but
will allow for a skater, spectator or
operator to be liable for certain situations:
[linois, Indiana, New Jersey, North
Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina

The following states have a provision in
their statutes that will allow for an
operator to be liable for a breach of the
operator’s responsibilities:

Texas

The statutory citations for the statutes listed above are as follows:

Georgia — Georgia Code Annotated §§ 51-1-43

Ilinois — 745 Illinois Compiled Statutes 72/1-30

Indiana — Indiana Code §§ 34-31-6 et seq.

Maine — Maine Revised Statutes Annotated title 8, §§ 603 et seq.

Michigan — Michigan Compiled Laws §§ 445.1721 et seq.

New Jersey — New Jersey Statutes Annotated §§ 5:14-1 et seq.

North Carolina — North Carolina General Statutes §§ 99E-10 et seq.

Ohio — Ohio Revised Code Annotated §§ 4141.01 et seq.

South Carolina — South Carolina Code Annotated §§ 52-21-10 et seq.

Texas — Texas Health & Safety Code Annotated §§ 759.001 et seq.

Wisconsin — Wisconsin Statutes §§ 895.525 et seq.
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APPENDIX C

ROLLERSEATING - CALENDAR YEAR 1999
ESTINATES REPORT SOURCE: MATIONAL ELECTRONILC INJURY EURVEILLAWCE BSYBTER
U.E. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFEYY COMMISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDEMIOLOGY
NATIONAL INJURY INFORMATION CLEARINGHOURE

The FREQ Procedurs
Table of bdpt by age

bdpt age
Fraguency [08-4  fes-14  |(5-24  |25-44  [4s-ek  Jes-p | Totsl
somiosr |TTTU0 ) 2300340 | 15701 | 15.39 | o | 17.626 | 600.36
UPPER TAUNK | 8669 | 39294 | 149.21 | 156.41 | 13538 | "0 | 90.63
€LION | 14432 | 1926.7 | 814,42 | 671,16 | 262.47 | 71.250 | 36905
LouEr ARR "1 TA70.64 | 49508 | 33587 | 9190 | s0m.éa | o | 1wy
L N A N N R R A A R
oaee 1o | usems | aaeisz [wmaz.e | 0| o | sesy
LouER L {"40.718 | 73803 [ 385.97 | 42155 [ 5i.e7h | o[ tee0.r
ake |72 | aehie | a7.e0 | 1305.6 | 20149 | 0 [ ssén.2
Weap | 76649 | 1357.8 [ 133 | 502,52 | 88,883 | 0 | 2146.9
PAcE T |729.368 | s30.6z | 2719 | 253.36 | s8.69 | 16.425 | 1470.4
LLC U RN I E 0 T N I N R
o die)Taesz | seTie ezt | 1s1) o | a0
Total 1171.18 264652.1 5819.33 2081 2332.98 175.417 45232.5

{Continued)
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ROLLEREEATING - CALEMDAR YEAR 1999

ESTINATER REPORT SOURCE: NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURYEILLANCE SYSTEN
U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY CONNISSION/DIRECTORATE FDR EPIDEMIOLOGY

bdpt

Frequency

UPPER ARN

UPPFER LEG

NARD

FODT

25-501 OF BODY

ALL PARTS doDY

P N LT L

ROT STAYED/UNK

ROUTH

NECK

TOE

EAR

P I

Total

NATHONAL LNJURY INFORPMATION CLEARINGHOLSE
The FREQ Procsedure
Table ot bdpt by sge
age
[00-4 jas-14 J15-24 j25-44  [45-84 |65-uP | Total

- L L T e A L T T

| 6669 | 51.263 | 0| 17.624 | 0 | o | 135.58

Y P LI

| 5.4699 | 93.254 | 0 | 149.21 | 35.843 0| 285.77

[ Y Y S Y

T N L L LR
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| 17.624 | 450.11 | 509.17 | 52.872 | 40.323 0| 1270.1
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| 0| 208 | 13i.8 | 68.109 | 0 ] 68.109 | &79.02
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! 0 | 5.4699 | o | 71.259 | 0 0| 76.729

S L LT T Oy T TR AP -

| 0] 17.624 | o | o | ] 0 | 17.624
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— 5.4699 | 5.4699 | o | [ 0 L] 10.94

mmme-mtafenswemetfrusarraafonarrnnnfaruannvafeacacnen=

155.57 | 669.19 | o | 41.513 | 0| 0 | 266,27

R T L L Fremmmma= $rmmam e}

66.59 | 179.89 | 66.49 — 18.425 | 18,425 | 0 | 350.12

T, T LT

| 17.624 | 1315.6 | 161.28 | 145.28 | 97.79 0 | 1957.6

e rnen o=

emermeassfeesamn b mfran e anaf

R A L L P T Y T PRy TR Y'Y

h 0 ¢ 0 _ 17.624 | 0| 0 | 17.624
a

| 0| 14921 |
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PR Ty PR TY TR T §
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ESTIMATES REPORT

ROLLERSKATING - CALEMDAR YEAR 1999

09:40 VWednesday, October 16, 2002
SOURCE: NATIOMAL ELECTRONIC IRJULY SURVEILLAMNCE SYSTEM

U.S. CONSURER PRODULT BAFETY COMMISSIDN/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDEHICLOGY
BATIONAL 1NJURY INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE

The FREG Procedurs
Table of bdpt by diag

bdpt
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EFIINATES REPORT

ROLLERSKATING - CALENDAR YEAR 1959

SOURCE:

09:40 Wednesday, October 14, 2002
NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLABCE SYSTEM

u.s. nn.n::m- PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOEY
BAVIONAL INJURY 1NFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE

The FREQ Procadure
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amman e .y

TR Y

1]
0.00

e mwomnmmny

TEEREEREY

LACERATE
o

FERREENE]

0
0.00
e e e
46.69
23.34

e

136.19
10.72

TRELEETEEY

S TTLET ]

1]
0.00
TELRRETRNE

0

0.00

LA LR TR NE

0

a.a0
pommm e
334 .68
38.484
LEE R R 4
0

0.00
[

J.A699

0.28
TENEEEEREY
17.624
100.00
T LLLEY
149.21
100.00

Totnl

115.548

285.77

1270.4

479.02

76.729

17.624

10.94

866.27

350.12

1957.6

17.624

149.21

107.093 2497.74 45232.5

7
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ROLLERSKATING - CALENDAR YEAR 1999 09:40 Ueadnesday, October 16, 2002 ]
ESTIMATES REPORT SOURCE: MATTONAL ELECIRONIC I1NJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM
U.3. COMSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COARISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOOY

INJURY JMFORMATEION CLEARINGHOQUSE

P.14/24

OCT-16-2082 12:@7

bdpt

frequency
Row Ret

SHOULDER

measawwvassvweaavs

UFPER TRUNK

- =

-ed

DERTAL I
Wiuny

srwme -

o
0.00

HATIONAL

INTERNAL
IRJURY

YT

0

0.00
RN R ENEEL

0

0.00

Tha
Table

PURCTURE

PR

ammmea=

STRALN,
SPRAIN

P A

241.08
§0.49
64. 469
T.42

FREQ Procedure
of bdpt by disg

MOT STAT
“u or W

T L L L

76.729
12.78
73,579
8.19

AvuLsTON

L LY ]

e

Total

$00.34

po8.4&3

L R N N L LY T L P Y DR LR TN IR YT LEE R R P EEE R R R LI L L

ELBOW 0 0 0 T784.87 | 5.4699 | 96.576 0 | 38%0.5
o.08 0.00 o.00 21.28 0.15 2.62 0.00

ccswsssamaar—nessfaancncsnrfacrrrrnsnfrncerrncfoccncrarefraccssanpraasarerfrnssanney

LONER ARM

WR1ST

PR T N T L

LOVER LEE

ANKLE

HEAD

EYENALL

LOVER

TRUNK

Tatnl
(Continued)

Y

-

Py

f-cavno=n

LT L

pe v m

)
0.00
EE TP RY
a
.00

mememen

“rwdmere

312.099

0
0.40
amssas sy

ersmenan

'R ETYERELT

TP

meaa = -

492.17
22.92

o = e mwoowd

L]

0

8.00
LERE L EERL

0

0.00
cererwe

0

0.00
ememane=d

0

D.oo
vwrmane =

1]

6.00
cravewead

1]

0.00
rwvm=na ]

0

0.00

Y LY

[

0
0.00

5.00

492.172

IERT LI RY

147.428

309.92
4.30
5053.3
39.86
1466.3
4D.39 i
17. 624
1.0%
SEEEETEEEY
1944 .2
54.59
0
0.a0
5.449%
0.37

- —--

[pp——

5%9.45
26.07

JU——

11830.%

117.48
1.63

- ey

5.4499
0.G&

CR R

35.043
1.67

11,259
3.44

avasans wa

2re. M7

63.399
.88
129.99
2.60
503,56
8.36
S
5.4699
0.34

23.094
0.65
17.624
g.42
EERLLELEE

0

4.00

0

g.00

187.57
9.06

memmesmsfemacnnam

e s annaa

" ess im .-y

35.843
0.99

T Lt

fa s maa oy

PRI R Y

7212.7

12678

5630.7

16240.7

3581.2

2144.9

1470.4

315.248

2070.1

1426.22 35.8425 45232.5




P.15724

OCT-16-2002 12:88

ESTINATES REPORT

ROLLERSKATING - CALENDAR VEAR 1999
SOURCE: NATIONAL ELECTROMIC INJURY SURYVEILLANCE SYSTEM

09:40 Vednasday, October 16, 2002

U.0, CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION/DIRECYORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOGY
NATIONAL INJURY INPORMATION CLEARIVGHOUSE

The FREQ Procedure
Tabie of bdpt by diag

bdpt

Frequency
Row Pct

DENRTAL I
NJuny

IRTERNAL
INJURY

FURCTURE

STRALN,
SPRATN

wmpemmvraveannssevfrvrwrrerfrenannaadasacaranganmena ey

UPPER ARN

weav=mmsmvnamansad

UPPER LEG

s —

#AAND

FOOT

emamssaasssnscmscsfmrammmuna

25-30% OF ooy

ALL PARTS RODY

0
D.00
e e e amne

L]
0.00

I T TR L TRy T

AO0T BTATER/UMK

AQUTH

312.9
36.12

Aampsssmabtessasrsssafis s mmna

FINGER

TOE

EAR

Totsl

fe == -

0
0.0¢0

512.899

pm = v e =ay

PN N

]
0.00

T L T T T

TEEETT R

N L T

Y Y LELEELY

T

92.172

0
0.00

¢
0.00

147.43
17.02

amapame -

prammmo o man.

147.423

N L T T I TEE L PR Y

113.47
o.M

frrmamasefesmamm=n

182.68
14.38

fesnmemtsfanmamee ay

172.06
35.92

fre=newmnaforaneune

0
0.00
SR

L
0.00

T Y Y TE R TR

o.__“ g

meesncaspuevnunsnafroanasns

TENRETENEL EELREELERE Rl i

344.65
9844
386.97
29.98

fe e am s prmccarsafar o nann vy

1
0.00

P L LY

11830.8

NOT STAY
“u OR UN

0
0.00
TR KXY

0

0.00

R LR EEL

tT.624
1.3¢%

P——

¢
0.00

ITTEELTYT Y

0
0.00
proanane-
17.624
100.00

.00

4
0.04
fernanuna

Q
2.0
pere =

]

0.00

R L
o
a.00

R LLLY

TEEEEEERY

270.77

0 _ 10.94 0

R Y TR T

GTHER AVULSION

Y T EEE R L

0 0

¢.00 4.00

LI IR O PR R R ]
1] ]

0.00 a.00
LEET TR REY EREEEEEEE 1
23.094 0
1.82 §.00
asasrreasfocemnsard
33.32 0
8.00 D.00

0 1]

0.00 0.00
jmeecsracfranrarnsh
0 0
0.00 n.00

rassssamfrrranan.

100.00 D.00

71.259 0
5.23 0.00

0 0

0.00 n.00
105.01 0
5.3% 0.00

Yy YL LY

o Q
0.04 0.400 l

rmpsarwvnpfrsaasanun

Total

135.58
285.77
1270.1
479.402
T4.729
17.624

10.94
866.27
150.12
1957.8
17.624

149.21

1426.22 35.83425 45232.5




P.17724

OCT-16~2082 12:88

ROLLERSKEATING - CALENDAR YEAR 2000

ESTIMATES REPORT SOURCE: NATIOMNAL ELECTR
U.S. CONSUMER PRODULT SAFETY COMRISSION
WATIONAL INJURY INFORMATIO
The FREQ Proce
Table of bdpt b

bdpt age

Frequency |on-& jes-14 15-24 b

P L L T N Ll L L L L IR

99:40 YWednasday, October 16, 2002
ONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM

JDIRECTORATE FOR EPIDERIOLOSY

I CLEARINGNOUSE

dure

y age

25-44  [45-64 |85-up | Total

meseenmcfensusasafraanannad

SHOULDER _ 0 | 284.19 | 17636 § 215.2 | 35.431 | 17.322 | 722.5
S T e e L LT L LY F P Y S Y T TR T Y
UPPER TRURK | 0| 376.45 | 75.953 | 206.9 | 101,14 | 0 | 760.45
Y Y Y )
ELOOM [...23 | 177e.8 | 20999 | 1172.2 | 156.41 | 0 | 3549.5
L R e L LR T I R L LT FY T PR SR YT PR TTEE

LoweR aen Q1S eteed |y fesea | an3 | @] seiss
ULIST o eeene ] 80028 | B100.8 | 873,36 | 25346 | 899,84 | 77,375 | 12407
KiEE | 0 | 2035.2 | 461.98 | 975.96 | 088.146 | 0 | 3559.2
Lowey Lea "I | oo | wwr.an | e | e | i | e
ANKLE | 5.9163 | 1959.4 | 8&6.79 | 1159.1 | 182,09 | 0| 4173.4
pusic secron | o | s.w& | e | w0 T e saees
T N LI T N NI
MO .0 (s | ne2e ) el ] 8.0 BT
tover jhunc 1. 0930008 | 3es | eae | e | e | a0
Total 913,851 26917.5 4445.57 9604.82  2431.3 183.915 44474.9

(Continuad)



P.18-24

OCT-16-2002 12

ROLLERSKATING - CALELDAR YEAR 2000 09:40 Uednasday, Octobar 16, 2002

ESTIHATES REPORT SOURCE: MATIOMAL ELECTRON[C INJURY BSURVEILLANCE SYSTEN
U.S, CONSUNER PRODUCT SAFETY COMNISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDEMIOLOGY
NATIONAL LINJURY INFORMATION CLEARINQENDUSE

The FREQ Procedure
Table of bdpt by mge
bdpt age
Frequency o0-4 95-14 15-24  |25-44 £5-84  |&S-uP | Tetal

e e I T T T R A L Ll Ll L

UPPER ARN | 0 | 456.04 | 0 | 223.91 | 59.492 | 0| 739.44

e I e R A e L L T T T PN L X

UPPER LEG _ 0 | 85.088 _ TT.EYS | 78.792 _ 0| 0| 241.23

aaesasmcrrvsacanafensasennfrransnsdfavennennfasnasncctuervanradancenans

NAND |.137.78 | 668,72 | 122.76 | 86.54 | 69.218 | 0 1085

R T I A L L L LR L L LT T I s R N

FOOT _ 0 | 122.46 _ 120.71 | 35.4M _ 0| 0 | 286.59

B L S T O L L L L T e e R Y E R R TR LY

25-30% of sodY | 0} 0 | 37.322 | 17.322 | 0| 0 | 34.644

eemearrbmmmmmransnf-mdiansandarneaccforasnemafancanany

ALL PARTE NODY _ 17.322 | 0 0| 0 0| 0| 17.322

mremsspnammmmnn

emececesfumnassrafracannvaprancmomrdodidiecnsnvfransnne

NOT STATEO/UNK | 0] 5.9183 | 0| 70.037 | o i 0 | 75.953

sewmsanrsywrasveafanesnmnsfunanenarfocc-ccvrpuarmansnsfosnnansnf o rmarwad

nouTH | 0 | 562.76 | 40.56 | 0 | 83.823 | 0 | 687.15

e L L T T T e T P T T TR R TR

NELK | 17.322 | 98.373 | 79.253 _ $3.337 | 0| o | 243.29

eemmamesssarrenrrferannstsnfev—nnara e ananpanccccosrfrcannvasfrine =

FINGER | 6 ] 1159.6 | 11.833 | 69.218 ~ e | 0 | 1240.7
]

e Y LY LT TR P

TOE | 90-048 | 144.28 | 67.746 | 0

cruewsanduuannnes

0| o | 302.07

smcamessfacvencmnbenenrsnrfrasnnnang

EAR — 0| 0 _ o | o] 18.109 | 8| t8.109

P T T L LT

P R A Y L L T P P T P P T R TR E R NT )

Total P13_851 26917.5 4443.57 9604.82 2431.3 163.915 A&474.9

3



P.21724

12

OCT-16-20@2 12

Frequency
Row Pct

ESTINATES REPORT

ROLLERSKATING - CALENDAR YEAR 2000

09:40 Wednesday, October 16, 2002
SOURCE: NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM

U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY CONMISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLDGY
BATIONAL INJURY INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE

The FREGQ Procedure
Table of bdpt by diag

diag

AMPUTATI
on

T eammmmstar-—ssmaseagawsanen -

SHOULDER

UPPER TRUNK

ELa0W

LOWER ARR

HRISTY

" na

- e

- -

9
a.00
AEEXERERENT

0
0.00
vl-ll..ll.‘

]
0.00

cmemme

X T

samcsaswmamanscas b ama

LOVER LEG

At mmmrRE A RS-

ANELE

PURIC REGION

FACE

FE P ALs T e -

LOMER TRUNK

Total
{Cantinued)

afpma e m.r s wy

0
D.00

afpansas=an

-4

-4

-4

-4

-

PN YT T

0
8.00

R LY

feres e vmn

LEE Y

f 4 = e m = m ==

TR Y

TETEYRE TP

p - r v e sa

o
0.00
memaenmey
0
g9.00
rarems=a
¢
0.01

)

0.0

q

0.04a

§43.99

21.95
s me=a

Q

0.00
facvonnay

)]

0.0¢

LEEE R L RN E

cokrusio
NS, ABR.

204 .48
e8.30
s mmn
274 .34
34.08
1330.3
37.48
592.3
10.01
1103
a.75
1889
33.07
304.2
14.89
145.17
3.48
0
o.01
441.32
2.8
T41.33
29.4T7
paaannaan
1018.8
50.84

TETEREEYNY

DISLOCAT
10N

L EERLL
168.89
23.3a

e e m e -

0

4.00
IELEREEEY

23.238

0.65

69,218

1.17

0

.00
aereanmn]

86,34

2.41

]

0.00

)

0.00
EEEEEETRY

]

0.00
LEEERTERTE

]

0.00

Y EERLREREY

FOREIGN
BODY

TEELLELEEEEY

LR

AT EREE Y

LY

e me .-

TEELIL TN

TELEERETEY

TR E

mewee=aay

17.3218  $43.992 93I73.76 4&83.378

IR R YT

5.9163

FRACTURE

191.93
26.57
TEEXREEENTY
112.21%
14.76
e avaan
1509.1
42.52
emmnnnnd
4834.6
81.72
e maa e
6651.8
52.76
243.44
6.85
1449 .4
80.50
1249.8
29.94
0
0.00
11.833
0.58
113,44
8. T7
pewsswam wey
167.64
8.38 ;

17543.7

HEMATORA

T R LR L ST Y TN IR N

0

0.00

L

0.00
45,293
1.8

0
0.00

LYY

Q

0.08
73.662
2.07

0

0.00

conmen=ad

g

0.00

fera v nm .

0
0.00
52.53
2.60

IE RN NEY R NY
75.953
3.19

s nomana

4.,7613
0.34

smememen

LACERATI
oN

i1}
0.00
0
0.00
151.57
4.27
pemanaceay
1}
0.00
6.7615
0.05
95,655
2.69
e e m e
1]
0.00
0
0.00

e mmmwwoad

0
0.00
TEEYELRERY ]
111.38
5.59
1488.7
62.57
mmemeea=
5.9163
0.30

anmncane]

Total

722.5

T60.45

3549.5

5915.8

12607

3559.2

1800.7

L1754

5.9163

2022.9%

2379.4

2004.1

254.22 271%.15 44476.9
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ESTEMATES REPORT
v.3.

bdpt

Frequency
flow Pect

O

UPPER ARN

EE N R L IR N N L

UPPER LEQ

- ad

R R LT TR ET

FooT ’

25-50% OF BopY

ALL PARTS BOOY

NOT STATEQ/URK

NOUTRH

FINGER

T L LY

TOE

EAR

Total
{Continued)

diag

ANPUTATI
on

bemmmme

LIC I I

e mmma

T LT

e m e n

frmcnoeawn

-

17.322
5.73

e e mrrna-

- e —- -

17.3218  443.992 937).76 483.378

ROLLERSEATING -

SOUNCE:

CALEMDAR YEAR 2000
NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE 3YSTIEN
CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMNISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOGY

HATIONAL IMJURY JNFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE
The FREQ Procedurs
Table of bdpt by diag

LR

o e -

T T LY

TN PIELLE

e rwam ey

LEE LR LY

memmma -

f e o mmm o

CONYTUSIO
NS, ABR.

T RN W Y

309.39
£1.84
a5.0682
35.26
£32.58
°°.ﬂ.
12.878
.42
34.644
100.00

LR N Y

LR R RN R Y

34.644
13.95
152.76
12.3%

67,746
22.43

mammee o

DISLOCAT |FOREIGN
100 B0DY

L Ll Y

0 0
0.a0 0.00
R R L LY

0 0
0.00 0.00
FEEE LR EY PR TR

0 0

0.00 0.00

L L L I LY
L] 5.9163

0.00 2.06

P S Y L
L) 0

0.00 ¢.00
preesavaadevrosnwaay

¢ 0
0.00 0.00
Aemcepaspmsscoanasq

) g

a.00 0.0¢

pecounenvfucncamuny

'] 0
0.00 ¢.00

pe s smsamnsbuavsnsasparannnangaannnna

0 0
0.00 0.00
135.49 0
10.%2 0.00
0 0
0.00 0.00

S S

cemveanned

wesvrsuvemfrovsmn oy

5.9163

FRACTURE

424 .13
57.38

77.37%
32.07
149.45
13.77

pr e - -

¥4, 0483
32.32

LT ETWEY

0

0.490

¢

0.00
cmmnme -

q

0.00

0

g.00

¢

0.00

263.32

21.22

]

0.00

09:40 Wednasday, October 16, 2002

HENATONA

L P LT

P L L LY

0
0.00
- = o e
0
g.00
y - e uaan
]
0.o0c

TENYYLELY

¢

o.00

0

0.00

0

06.00
p=aawaw owd

0

0.00

0

b.a0

0

0.00

pe o n =

17543.7

ﬁllllllll.‘

LACERAT!
an

0
b.00
e mmaname=

o
0.00
137.78

12.70
fenmmraaa
69.218

24.1%
pan e nw ===y

0
0.00

0
0.0t

favnewm -

[}
0.00
479.79
49.82
49,218
27.88
11.833
0.95
YL LT
6£9.218
22.91

18.109
100.00

Total

739.44

241,23

1085

286,59

34644

17,322

75.953

487.15

248.29

1240.7

302.47

18.140¥9

254.22 2T15.15 4A4T76.9

4
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P.23724

OCT-16-20882 12:12

ESTIMATES REPORT

ROLLERSKATING

-~ CALENDAR YEAR 2040
SOURCE: WATIOMAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEJLLABCE SYATEM

U.9. CONSUNER PRODUCT SAFETY COWMNISSIOM/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOGY
NATIONAL JHJURY TNFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE

bdpt

Frequency
Rau Pet

DENTAL 1
NJURY

L L L I I e

SHOULDER

UPPER TRUNK

FrevAmsEBRRAEAvecafursetanngdonnmnn .

ELBOV

mesmsecaaagpusnesava

0
.00

R TR

LOVER ARM

WRIST

LR I R A R

LOVER LEG

fe — e mamrs

0
0.00

D T T T T T Y Rpny S

ANKLE

PUSIC REGION

HEAD

= ssummssamshes s e

FACE

cmsmammmarreres v

LOUER TRUNK

e ——

Total
{(Caont Inuad)}

0
0.40

117.62

bss e emc e e mms n ay

The FREQ Procedure
Table of bdpt by diag

SNTERNAL JPUNCTURE
INJURY

0 0

0.00 _ 0.00
v nwwvnrnow

17.322 L

2.20 6.00

0 0

0.00 0.00

1] q
0.00 0.00
fmmcmeenmfrmanwnn=

0 0
0.00 0.00

LT L LY

0
0.00 ; Q.00

924.49 0
5.70 09.00
jamrmsacadonnnane =y

0 0
0.00 .00

ermmaumtfrroncamfrranmnas

941,811 £1.8228

STRATN,
SPRAIN

157.2
21.76

R R LT L

141,41
18.60

cesmsmemmefrmpnnmme

£54.12
12.19

e I T I I I I

220.99
3.74
LRI R
4$219.7
3547
b namanaa
781.22
21.95

v e mtvenfprirmrarrbavaserntfronmnmweo

vewnassehennmn o

2760.5
.14
S

0
0.00

P e T T LYY

0
0.00
1]
.00
e mnmamm

507.75
25.13

fessnasncprancarass e L EEELE R R L

10224.6

NOT STAT
ED OR UM
K

TR

b mem e u g

6T.Tko
8.7

CEE Ty

0

0.00
5.9143
0.05

0
0.00

5.91463
4.1

0
0.00

camm . .-y

1 17.322
0.36

172.85¢4

OTHER

0 0

p.go 0.00

147. 41 a

19.38 0.00 k
35,858 0
1.01 0.00

SEEEEEEET EREPEEFEY
198.71 0
3.36 8.00

LR R
619,46 1]
4, M 1.00

fekmmmenafronnemtbfrascanns

389.52
1 0.00

0.94

TEELER R RY PR TEREY TR

23,645
1.3

0
8.00

ALY TR R P PR R R TR R EEREEY )

18,1409 0
0.43 0.0a0

R L L Ll L LR F T

5.9163 0
100.00 0.00

P L L LT T

17.322 0
0.86 0.00

areot | o
15.97 [ 0.00

feanennnafmmccrmnnponnannnn

2084.11 17.3218

AYULSIOR |DERNASCO

NIURCT

PERYERELRE

0
0.00

P .t

L

fmanans =g

pawmrmnarp

TEREREIEY

Q
0.40

fenmman= oy

17.322
0.95

A

A s

[

«csnenmud

fscacner=¢

09:40 Vednesday, October 16, 2002

Total

722.5

T80.45

3549.5

5915.8

i2607

3559.2

1800.7

§173.4

5.91463

2379.4

2004 .1

17.3218  44476.9

C-11
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OCT-16-20882 12:13

ESTINATES REPORT
u.s.

bdpt

Frequency
fRas Pct

UPPER ARNM

N L LT

UPPER LE&

memsmsevsarme sy

P N L L L

FooT

BAN EaLtac srm s e

25-50X oF moby

ALL PARTS BODY

NOT SIATED/UNX

ROUTR

NECK

mes St mannssr v naw

FINGER

PP L LT Y,

TOE

TAS P e asa e s s -

Total

disg

DENTAL I
NJURY

[

[P

0
0.00

cramm—- -y

a

0.00
mmamw=ur

0

6.00

cewmeme=ay

vl

0
0.00
PP p——
117. 62
17.12
hassnacany
0
0.00

PR

SEELELERY

SREEEEEEE

I

117.62

ROLLERSEATING -

CALENDAR YEAR 2000
SOURCE: MATIONAL ELECTROMIC JWJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM
CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY CONMISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIRENIOLOBY

RATIONAL JHJURY INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE
The FREQ Procedurs
Juble of bdpt by diag

EATERBAL
INJURY

p a2 amm m = -y

vwsvmamnfuammae e

CEETI Y

T TIEY

mvwessasy

0
0.00

T TN EEY

SN S

T TR RERET

asceecoa]

941.811

PUNCTURE

.-

ECE A

TEEERNEER]

frae s anma

pa vas o uwad

EEEEEE YR

83.321
12.20

b # mt =

b= mem sy

a3.8228

STRAIN,
SPRALN

5.9143
0.80
T8.792
32.84
40.56
3.74
47.396
30.49

(1]
b.00
fe e mrwnna

[}
0.00
e mmmnna

]
0.00

0

0.00
144.43
58.17
624.75
50.35
a
0.00

10226.4

HOT STAT
Ma OR Un

-

q
0.08

e = - - -

0
0.00

0
a.00
SR

75.953
100.00

T

]
0.00
LEEENERENENE

172.854

OTHER

YN T TR

memamm =

104,865
9.64

17.3%2
.04

anacuvary
0
9.00
17.322
100. 80
Q
0.00
5.9163
0.85
0
g.00

B R LIl

35.228
2.84

rewuwme = ad

147.79
48,92

frws awn a

1]
0.00 ;

LR TR R

20484.11

09:40 Yednesdsy, Octeber 14, 2002

AVULSION

o
0.00

N L AR E T WY RN R

0
4.00

L EE LR R RN TR PR R

o
¢.00

po swma ===

17.322
1.40

SR——

0
0.0

PR L LYY

17.3218

DERMA/CO
KIUNET

L)

PR R L R

1]
0.00
pemmm———

TR EYLEY

PR

A N LT

parvansan

prm = s

b

Total

739.44

241.23

1085

286 .59

36644

17.322

75.953

687.15

248.29

1240.7

302.07

18. 109

17.3218 44476.9

TOTAL P.24

C-12



ROLLERSEATING - CALENDAR YEAR 20D1 09:42 Wednesday, October 16, 2002

ESTINATES REPORT BOURCE: NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE SYGTEM
U.%. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY CONMISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDEMIOLOGY
WATIONAL FNJURY INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE

The FREQ Pracedurs
Table of bdpt by mpe
bdpt age
Fraquency joo-4 J05-14  |15-24  |25-4&  |A5-84  |65-uP b Total

D e L L L L T T I N e e R L R I I T LY

SNOULDER | 0 ) 488.33 | 376.24 | 205.34 | 0 | 0 | 1068.4

seescm A== marssumefavsans oo -cwvemafeanaramsopr-srrerafoamanm—n

UPPER TRURK h 0 ] 55a4.51 | ©83.78 | 309.18 | 238.15 | 0| 1039.4

cmetamrmtmEm . P L) LELEEEE T DR TR I VPR RN RS Sy ey Ry Q-

ELBOW | 76.321 | 1675.5 h 554.58 | 1208.6 | 350.44 0 | 3873.4

T T T e e

LOVER ARM — 83.613 | s781.1 M 232.3 | 1037.9 h 554.8 | 0| T694.7

L I -—-

Y

cmfrmmeanan Y T

uRIST | 128.21 | s813.7 | 929.73 | 2067.9 | 623.74 | 0] 12583

|-|-|||l|-n|||-l-+|||||||| vemmesecfmvevonnrnfunmaravapanansanasfanvrruva

KNEE . I 938.99 | 1240.4 | 1142.9 | 94.088 | 0| 3816.4%

|||-||l||-r|||-n1+|l-|l|-l N YT TR T T LR T T T T ey Sy R

LOVER LESQ | 7.0238 | 1433.7 { 224.20 h 3192.14 | 153.45 h ) o | 2210.6

et e e e am—--— B T S

ANKLE | 16.957 | 2323.3 } 1071.1 | 1307.6 | 68,308 | 0 | 4787.3

-..-nuu-u.-nu|-|.+||.|||.u¢-|c-.a.|+-unnluuu

meessmepuavesscana

cevnenmhuvnnaanafuvamenord

PURIC REQIDN | 0 ] 16.957 | 0| 0 0 | 16,957

meeBEBenBSLtandascnfranmnnan ||||.|||+.||||||| P e T TR

BEAD | 136.57 | 1362.1 | 441.76 | 233.22 | 0| 88.15 | 2261.8

vrsEmsemttamenmavasfrasernaafansnnnen

FACE | 122.42 _ 1189.7 | 260.84 | 181.43 | 128.05 | 76.321 | 1950.8

||.|.||||.||r.|o-+c|-|||||

EYEBALL | o] 7.0238 | 0| 0| 7.0238

|||||||||-l.|||||+||||||l|+|ll|.||t+|-ll-|on+rnl|-|ll+|||||n-n T

LOWER TRUNK | 75.332 | 9us.21 | s81.3 | 1167.8 | 222.88 | 119.8 | 3073.3

A Amsr e .

R L L Ly T I Py 4

nlo-||||+|||‘||-|+n||||||l+|||-|||| meema ==

- R L LT e S N T T L LA L

Totat B58.5629 2B905.9 6566.21 SRE?.7S 2428.53 284,269 48933.1
(Cant inved)

C-13



ESTIMATES R

EPORT

ROLLERSKATING
SOURCE:

- CALEND

BATIONAL ELECTRORIC INJURY

AR YEAR 2041

09:42 Wednesday, October 16, 2002

SURVEILLANCE SYSTEN

U.5. CONSURER PRODUCT SAFETY COMWISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDERMIDLORY
NATIOBAL INJURY [NFORMATION CLEARLNOHOUSE

The FREQ Procedure

bdpt

Frequency

L T iy i ——

UPPER ARM

UPPER LEG

FOOT

25-50% of popY

ALL PARTS BODY

VOT ETATED/UNK

HOUTH

NECK

FINGER

T0E

P L

Tatal

age
jon-4

Table of bdpt by aps

05-14 |

15-24 |

| 16957 | e7.827 | 77.131

ascesasvparssrrncfansnnnaa

76.321 | 105.57 | 33.913 | 76.321 | 76.321

msufasnesscpfmnancnnafrnenannnforennnnn

0| 1475 |

7.0238 |

25-44  |45-64

153.45 | 0|

|85-up

mmmsmtceframeam et tssnmadrannan e nnranna

| Total
o | 315.37

emmeustafrestscncnfrmrennnn

LEER LR LR R Y EE R Y T R L PR RE TN
_ ¢ | 104.55 | 181.43 | 8B.15 t)
L R e R Lt Ll LEE TR P e A

cvedumnn

o | 23.103 |

P L L L LT TN

0 | 30.126 | 16.957 | 16.957 — 0|
_

R L LR Ll L L T B Y e L L L L

Ame fm—-a-

g 35.79¢8

el Bt |

— T2.969 | 924.41

76.321 |

|||||| cafrmrrwwacfaraccrenfann =

] 33.913 | 562.85 | 33.913 |

cmsammecsfpacnnanrtafraccncnarfrmrnnmerfurmninaabrnan

h T.0238 | 129.09

88.15 |

¢ | 0
143.95 | 0

R iy

40.059 |

156.46 | 68,308

P B LI LT EY PN TITRY TR
| 0| 217.8 | 0| o | 0
remafpeavesvureprssasnrrfrrr—wenafrennnsanfhrvananacdoenn

nilhllu|ll|l+|||-||-lilllllll|+|l|-|l||!|||-||ll4ll-l-ll

o} 68,308 |

A58.829 28905.9¢ 45646.21

9889.76 2428.53 284.

0 | 3560.45
Y

0 | 1154.5

PR 3

¢ | 374.13

0| 64.04

cmscmsnfmca e

¢ | 23.103

cvamd

¢ | 115.42

cwnmd

0 | &630.67

0 | 363.21
-t

8 | 1262.2
LR

0| 217.8

T

b | s8.3508
269 AB933.3

C-14



ESTINATES REPORY

ROLLERSKATING -

CALENPAR YEAR 2001
SOURCE: NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSVEN

09:42 Vednesday, October 14, 2002

U.5. CONSUMER PRODUCT BAFEYY COMMESSIOL/OIRECTORATE FOR EPIDEMIDLOGY
NATIONAL TNJURY [NFORMATION CLEARINGWOUSE

The FREQ Procedurse

Toble of bdpt by diag

bdpt ding .
Freguency
Row Pct ANPUTAT] | CONCUSS]
oN ON
L L L I T R A R LY
SHOULDER 0 0
0.00 g.00
semmcammsarreusanfrennabowhunaan ey
UPPER TRUNK 0 0
0.00 a.00
Y Dy S
ELBOM [ ¢
0.00 0.00
L R el Ll Lk R I AP PR
LOHER ARNM ¢ Q
a.o0 0.00
P T e L L LT
HRIST 0 1]
0.00 b.00
LR LR R L A R R
KNEE 0 0
0.00 .00
I'II||'Idlll-lll.l-|.llllll'4lll"ll'
LOVER LEG 0 0
9.00 0.00
AMKLE 0 0
g.00 0.00
R T T T T
PUBIC REGVOM 0 0
a.00 0.00
T L S L L LT

Totnal
(Continued)

CONTLSID
HS, ABR.

IR R T EETYREE

243.98
23.30
406,49
58.34
TERNYLErEr
1493.4
38.56
cmmeme
540,74
7.03
1631.5
a.21
1339.2
3.
186697
B.48
B4.74hé
1.81
16,957
100.00

R L

16.9567 3TB.463 BB97.57

DISLOCAT
108

138.89
17.48
0
0.0¢
345.28
8.94

0
6,00

PR

9

0.00
cmererned

16.937

b.50
Emwa e n -

0

0.00

0

0.00

vem s m o nnd

549.075

FRACTURE [HENATOHA W“ﬂnshq— Total
R T PR NN I RN R NY
462 .84 0 0 | 1088.4
43.32 0.00 0.00
b emmavdrraevsrntrenwennuy
171.93 ] 0 | 1039.6
14.54 0,00 0.00
bacravasafrramcsanaonnrenoad
11947 0 | 82.467 | 3873.4
30.84 0,00 2.13
fresveumacsfenccnnentssnnananp
8598.6 0| 143.95 | 7694.7
ar.05 g.o00 1.87
faerram s rfrasnrannfunenne ==y
6761.7 L] o 12583
53.82 i 4.00 0.00
TENELLLEET BRI EEEY PR Y
153,45 0 | 35.913 | 3416.4
.49 ga.00 a.99
B e N L it L L LT
1746.4 | 55,753 50,87 | 2210.6
79.00 2,52 .30
LI FERT R E NS TR PR RE LY
1294 0 0| 4787.3
27.0% 0.40 } 0.00
P L LY LTI )
0 0 0| 16.957
g.00 0.00 4.00
N L R T TR LR
20326.2 250,785 2481.0%7 48933.3

[
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ESTYIMATES REPORT

SOURCE ;

ROLLERSKATING - CALENOAR YEAR 2001

09:42 VYadneaday, Octobar 15, 2002
NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLAMNCE SYSTEM

U.S. CONSUNMER PRODUCT SAFETY CORNIZSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOGY
NATIONAL INJURY INFORMATION CLEARINOROUSE

The FREQ Procedure

bdpt

frequency
Row vnm

R L LYY

HEAD

—msarwsswvesswsananbrnanenma

FACE

S

ETEBALL

P L Y L L L

LONER TRURK

LI I R e A LT

UPPER ARM

UPPER LEG

HAND

foor

L L L R I ¥ I

25-50% ofF soDY

ding

AMPUTATI
OoN

e -

0
a4.00

e T T T L]

Totel
{Conti{nued)

Table of bdpt by diag

CONTussi
on

.-

378.46
16.73
craswe==g

0
0.00

A

-

0
0.00

T LT

L

0

0.00
m—cacew==d

0

0.00

LT S N L L

0
0.00
[

et m ==

CONTUSIOD|DISLOCAT
¥S, ABE.[1ON
559.46 0
24.74 0.00
Inn.1n q
15.88 0.00
7.0232 0
100.00 0.00
1044 0
36.04 .00
16.957 0
5.38 0.00
frw e r e wraw
235. 11 L}
53.81 0.00
B e L L]
473.16 0
40.98 0.00
prwmmae—rfmamamn=-
Th.422 0
19.89 0.00
Emsmas s farmanma o
57.01& a
89.03 0.00

FRACTURE

R LY

6. 1458
0.27

0

0.00

)

0.00
440.38
14.33
221.28
0.7
16.957
%.480
410,65
35.57
164.47
43.96
0

0.00

D e LT

16,9567 378.463 B897.57 569.07% 20326.2

HEMATONA

72.0469
3. 21

122.06
6,23

250.785

LACERATI Total
oN
EEERNELER
290. 09 2261.8
12.83
AR ELEN
1525.6 1954.8
77.89
0 7.0238
0.00
e
16.957 | 3073.3
0.55 ;
] 315.37
0.00
pmeasenennf
0 | 388.45
c.00
176.41 1154.5
14.76
0 374 .13
0.00
0 64.04
0.00
ferr s rd
2631.01 43931.3

7
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ESTINATES REPORT

ROLLERSKATING -

CALENDAR TYEAR
SOURCE: UATIONMAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLABCE SYSTEM

0P:42 Wednesday, October 16, 2002

U.%., CONSURER PRODUCT SAFETY CONWISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOQY
NATIORAL INJURY INFORAAVION CLEARINQHOQUSE

bdpt

Fraquency
Row Pet

ALL PARTS PODY

NOT SVATED/UNK

HOUTH

NECK

B I R N L

FINGER

cermvinsasarEm =

TOE

R LR LA LR TR

Fme A peme s -

Total
{Continued)

The FREQ Procedura
Table af kdpt by diag

dlag
AMPUTATI|CONCUSST [CONTUSIO|DISLOCAT | FRACTURE |HENATORA
ol on NS, ABR.|iom
e ecracsaprscnesrabanrnnmvnditantannfar s urInrgrrn v -y
0 L 1 q 0 0
n.0o 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
L e L Xl T Y T T IOy Yo T TR
0 0 g 0 Q ]
0.00 9.00 .00 0.4 6.6t D.00
s - T e LT, T
0 0 | 64.823 0 0 0
0.00 0.00 10.60 0.00 e.00 0.00
0 0 0 ] 0 0
2.00 0.00 a.00 0.o00 0.00 0.00
IR PR Y IR TR EERY T P LR T EEEREREEERL DR LR
18,957 0 | 432.99 | 16.957 | 509.77 0
1.34 0.00 34.30 1.34 40.39 0.00
e T L L T Y
0 0 | 74.321 0| 72,969 0
f.00 0,00 35.07 0.00 33.53 0.00
TR s L R RN TN YR PEREFEEEESR LRI N AL LR
0 0 0 0 0 0
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.400 0.0 o.08
A e T e LI I LT EE LT TR RN N R
16,9567 3ITB.463 BA97.57 549,073 20326.2 250.785

LACERATIH Total
ol
SEEELEEEE
0 2%.103
0.00
SR
1] 115.12
0.00
L LT )
281.45% 630.67 *
£4.43
L
a 368.2%
0.00
16.957 1262.2
1.34
IXEEEEEET 3
0 217.6
0.00
48,308 48.108
tes.co
I ETTERY
2681.01 48933.3

C-17



ESTINATES REPORTY

ROLLERIKATING -

CALENDAR YEAR 2001
SOURCE: NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM

0V:42 Yedneaday, October 36, 2002

U.5. CONSUNER PRODUCT SAFETY CORNISBION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPSDEMIOLOGY

bdpt

Frequency
Row vnm

SHOULDER

L I I

UPPER TRUNEK

ELBOV
Louer aRN
wwist
KNEE
LOVER LEE
ance

LI T R R

PUBEIC REGION

Total
(Continued)

-

The FREQ Procadure
Table of bdpt by diag

NATIONAL
diag
DENTAL I |IKTERNAL
nJury INJURY
R R Rl
4 L
a.o00 0.00
L TR L LT
0| 16,957
0.00 1.63
0 o
0.00 0.00
LA N AL E N R LR
0 0
a.00 0.00
EAL s mevapa s s
0 a
0.00 0.00
LR LLE I L ey
0 0
6.00 0.00
R e L I LAY
0 0
0.00 0.00
SRR EEER EEE Y
9 0
0.00 0.00
q 0
0.00 0.00
282.395 98A.511

PUNCTURE

EERERENNE

0

0.00
R

0

0.00

0
0.00
CE LIRS
0
0.00

PR RTY

1]

0.00
e

0

0.00
meamas -]

88.15

3.99

—awmawnn

- mmaee =

L

aB.1497

STRAIN, |ROT STAT
SPRALYN ED OR U}
| 4
revsasrvfercancen
167.7 ]
15,70 0.00
e s racsmsfunrmann
72.949 0
7.062 0.00
L S L LT
467.95 0
12.08 D.00
Y T
235.09 0
3.08 0.00
llll-ll-‘.lll'lll;
£254.3 76.321
33.86 0.461
crrrmeeehm et me ..
1620.1 0
47.42 0.00
S S
82.4467 0
5.7% 0.00
L R e
3366.5 0
70.32 0.00
SRR R
] 0
0.00 2.00
R S
12158.7 198.463

INJURY INFORWATION CLEARINGECUSE

OTHER

fr=me e =y

Q
0.00
171.28
16.48
288.32
T.44

mm .
74.321
g.9%

R LR
439.52
3.50
262.8
7.69
0
0.00
40,059
0.84

2114.75

AVULE(OR Tatal
0 1068.4
0.00
fmrn ==
¢ | 1039.5
0.00
L 35873.4
0.
0 T694. 7
0.00
] 12563
0.08
0 3616.4
0.0t
0 | 22t0.6
0.08
fracmmmn=dd
0 4787.3
0.00
Pt s e s m ==
0 16.957
0.00
6.1458 48933.3
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ESTINATES REPORY

ROLLERSKATING - CALENOAR YEAR 2001

09:42 Wednesday, October 16, 2002
SOURCE: NATIONAL ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSYER

U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY CONNISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOGY
NATIONAL INJURY INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE

The FREQ Pracedure
Table of bdpt by diag

bdpt

Frequency
Row Pct

LRI AN A RN I AN

READ

L L L LY

FACE

s A e e m

EYEBALL

LOMER TRUNK

m e m s e .-y

UPPER ARN

s s e mmeE e Es -

UPPER LEG

HAND

FOOT

25-50X OF BODY

- E e EA . —ny =

Total
(Continued)

ding

DENTAL
NJURY

PITRPT

0

0.00
EED RNy

]

0.00

P

0

0.¢0
[ PR

0

¢.4a0
R

0

¢.00

0

0.00
EEE XL TRy

0

Q.00

mmm .-

]
0.40

[

v

282.3%95

IRVERNAL
INJURY

[

947.65
£1.90
0

0.00

0
0.00
pu e =

0
nD.og
0

0.0%0

g
0.00

be s mw = e a

PUNCTURE

P L L LYY

0
a.00
PRI LR
0
.00
PR RN E
0
0.00

T R L L LY

fa aves avadume = o w -

TETENREYY

e

964.611

88.14%7

STRAIN,
SPRAIN

aeww e m-n

0
f.00

0

g.00
L4

0.00
11341
36.90
1]
0.00
B2.4&7
22.38
100.3
8.69
118.28
31.61

121538.7

NDT STAT
EC OR N
K
EET Y
D
0.00
0
0.00
0
.00
0
ﬂlnc

e e -

0

9.00
R L

0

g.00

0

9.00

0
0.00
S

7.0238
10.97

arm e mmm

198. 463

TELERENNE

ﬂ.enua
0.31

resw
1]
0.00

ke wmw v e
1]
0.00

mememan -
$35.91
14.18

pmmmm
7.1
6. 446

f = o= m e
331.913
.20

f - cm s aena

0

a.01

16.957

4.53
hasarean-y

0

0.00

2114.75

AVULSION

0

0.01

0

0.04

)

0.00
SO

0

0.00

¢

0.00

0

0.00

0

0.00

jreacasaans

g
0.00
IR R NN E Y NEY

LRI N

3

Tatsl

2261.8

7.0238

3073.3

315.37

368.45

1154.5

374.13

84.04

5.1458 48931.3

19
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ROLLENSKATING - CALENDAR YEAR 2001 09:42 Vedneadsy, Octobar 16, 2002 11
ESTINATES REPORT SOURCE: NATIONAL ELEGCTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE BYSTEM
U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION/DIRECTORATE FOR EPIDENIOLOGY
RATIONMAL INJURY IHNFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE

The FREQ Procedure
Yable of bdpt by diepg .

bdpt dieg
frequency
Row 1nm OENTAL 1JIRTERMAL|PUNCTURE|STRATIN, jNOGT STAT|DTHER AVULSION Totel
. nJjury INJuRY SPRAIN |ED OR UM .
4
anmsawepvevoenrnamafuavansnupracnprmnecfocnvesnajuinrsansnfroinscnctrmanonn s hmnramsns
ALL PARTS 7mO0Y o Q 0 0 0| 23.103 0 | 23.10%2
! a.00 0.04 0,00 0.0¢ 0.00 | 100.00 .00
reprclssEnsevwn s enn v nasbranar—r-fusrnsanndrrracansfann= IETERE R RN NENFE LR YN E LRSS
ROT STATED/UNK ] 0 0 0 115.12 o 0 115.12
0.00 a.00 p.an 0.00 100.00 6.00 0.00
P L L L L L L R R o A Y L LR L L AR R Ll il
NOUTH 282.4 ) 0 0 0 0 o | 430.47
44.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
resmmspasasnreaseswfraantncntrtacnnrvanfrransnsnnbrrarsunafs s nsanpIEsT N anS FERERLLER ]
NECK 1] ] 0 | 202.93 0| 165.28 0 | 368.21
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APPENDIX D

Summary of Public Comments
September 20, 2002 Public Hearing in Newport News

Board for Professional and Occupational Regulation

Study Need for Regulating Roller Skating Rinks
Pursuant to Senate Bill 436

Name and Affiliation

Summary of Comments

Dana Chaput

Owner, Haygood Skating
Center in Virginia Beach,
Virginia

Felt that the safety of the skaters is of paramount importance to the roller skating
industry since if people are constantly getting hurt they will not go to the rinks.

Stated that there are risks with skating like with any other activity. Felt the industry is
behind Senate Bill 436. Stated that he supports anyone that would like to wear a
helmet in his rink. With the helmet provision, believed the number of helmets the bill
calls for rinks to provide (10% of total capacity) is too high. Would be willing to
carry some helmets to provide to customers but the amount called for in the bill is too
high. Also felt that some of the skater responsibilities are vaguely worded to be
helpful.

In response to some questions, stated that membership in the RSA is voluntary and
that some rinks in Virginia may not be members of it. Felt that the helmet provision
opens up a lot of issues that have not been addressed, like what type of helmets rinks
should provide, what sizes of helmets should rinks provide, and what would happen if
a rink stopped a person from bringing in and wearing a helmet that was not approved.
Had never heard of any rink preventing people from bringing in their own safety
equipment into a rink. Claimed that rinks do prevent people from bringing in skates
that do not meet the rink’s guidelines due to potential damage that could be done to
the rink’s skating surface. Additionally, stated that rinks just prevent people from
bringing in outside things that the Department of Health does not permit, like food
and drink. Felt that rinks are a controlled environment. Realized that the death of
Clark Andrew Guye was an accident but does not feel that the helmet provision has
enough information in it that would prevent another such accident from happening
again. Proposed that a couple of rinks in Virginia try carrying helmets in their
facilities and report back their findings regarding how they are used, cleaned, stored,
etc. When such data become available, then the helmet issue should be reopened.

David Butler

Owner, Kempsville
Family Skating Center in
Virginia Beach, Virginia

Main issue was with the helmet provision of Senate Bill 436. Felt that the number the
bill calls for rinks to provide is too high. Stated he only had one request for a helmet
in over 14 years. Stated that his rink tries to create a safe environment for the skaters
but wonders at what point do you continue to add more safety regulations. Wanted to
make sure things are done in a responsible manner that is fair to everyone.

In response to some questions, stated that the most common injury was probably a




bruised knee and the occasional broken arm or wrist. Stated that not many people
bring in their own safety equipment to the rinks but some do. Admitted to having a
sign posted welcoming people to bring their own safety gear. Stated that his
insurance carrier does not require helmets. Wondered if the rinks offer a helmet that
does not properly fit a person and the person gets hurt would the rink still be liable or
not.

Gary and Dawn Guye

Clark Andrew Guye’s
parents

It was reported to them that the floor guard had stopped and was bent over to pick up
a fallen child and that he was bent over in the flow of traffic. When the floor guard
went to stand up, Clark went into the back of him. Clark fell and the floor guard fell
on top of him. Within minutes of the accident, Clark died. Stated that no one from
the rink assisted with CPR with their son.

Stated that three deaths have been reported in roller skating rinks — Clark’s, a 66 year
old man who hit his head in 1999, and a 7 year old girl in Wisconsin who died a
month after Clark by having a skater fall on top of her. Claimed that Senate Bill 436
is a user friendly bill that protects everyone. Stated that a commission estimated more
than 45,000 injuries occur from indoor and outdoor roller skating and that three to
four thousand deaths occur from those injuries each year. The statistics only come
from hospitals that report the injuries.

Stated that the bill was based on the Illinois statute. The helmet provision was not in
the Illinois statute but was added to Senate Bill 436. Originally, the helmet provision
called for helmets to be mandatory. Came up with the 10 % number as a reasonable
number but admitted that it could be reduced. Believed the reason people do not wear
helmets is because they are not aware of the amount or type of injuries that can
happen at a rink. Stated that they also originally wanted the bill to call for rinks to
have signs up stating the chances of dying in the rink due to a fall.

Stated that 11 other states had statutes similar to Senate Bill 436. Felt that a helmet
would have prevented the death of their child. Admitted that they had had no
communication with the roller skating industry with regard to the bill but they were
open to that idea.

Stated that their children wore helmets when doing activities outside but they never
wore one in a rink because they were not aware that they could get injured in a rink.

Felt that the money spent training a floor guard in emergency first aid is much less a
greater cost than having another parent lose a child.

In response to questions, felt that the awareness of wearing a helmet in a roller skating
rink is not there among the general public since they are not aware of the potential
risks of skating in a rink. Believed that maybe helmet manufacturers would give rinks
helmets either free or at a reduced cost as a way of promoting their products. Also
wondered if perhaps the rinks could sell helmets as a way of making up the cost of
providing helmets to skaters. Did not know the legalities of the issues that the Bill
raises but would research them before the next session of the General Assembly.




Recognized that safety may be costly but that they are not asking too much with
Senate Bill 436.

Jenny Mosier

Educator

Felt the bill puts the same responsibility to make sure no harm comes to a child on
roller skating rinks as educators have. Believed that this bill makes the standards for
all rinks the same so that there are no differences between rinks. Stated that she will
now not take a group of children skating without helmets. Believed that the helmet
provision affords a child who does not own a helmet the opportunity to be able to
have one at a rink.

Bona Regas

Friend of the Guyes

Fully supports the bill. Would not take her children to a roller skating rink now
without a helmet. Felt that the helmet provision is a good thing since when children
see other children wearing helmets they will want to wear helmets too. Stated that
she thought the cost of a helmet was $20.00 but that her son had gone to a course
where they handed out free Styrofoam helmets to the children.

Nick Nolte

Owner, Plaza Roller Rink
in Hampton, Virginia

Built his rink 28 years ago and has been skating since he was 12 years old. Had no
objection to people who want to bring their own helmets into the rink but to require
the rinks to provide helmets for 10% of the rink’s maximum capacity is too much of a
cost on the rinks. Stated that many of the rules stated in Senate Bill 436 are currently
being done by his rink. Did not think that young people would want to wear helmets.
Did not object to putting signs up telling people to wear protective gear when skating.
Felt there is a health problem with people sharing helmets.

In response to a question, felt that he would lose 15 % of his business if there was a
requirement that every child under the age of 14 had to wear a helmet. Believed it is
the responsibility of the parents to make a child wear a safety helmet.

Nick Nolte, Jr.

Owner, Plaza Roller Rink
in Hampton, Virginia

Opposed requiring people to wear helmets but is not opposed to having some helmets
on hand at a rink for people to use. Would prefer a sign recommending the use of
helmets in the rink as a way of raising awareness. Stated that the Roller Skating
Association International (RSA) already has many rules and regulations like those
that are in Senate Bill 436. Felt that the use the maximum capacity of a building as
the basis for the number of helmets a rink has to provide for skaters is uncalled for.
Felt that average attendance should be used rather than maximum capacity since rinks
are required to keep track of average attendance for insurance purposes. Agreed that
someone in the building should know emergency first aid or CPR but it should be a
manager on duty, not a floor guard. Also, to provide such training to floor guards
would be costly to the rinks because of the high employment turnover in that job.
Believed that a standard bicycle or Styrofoam helmet would work fine in the rinks.
Thought you could use a disinfectant spray to clean helmets like they use in the skates
they rent. Stated that another problem with the helmets is the question of who is
going to want to wear a hot, sweaty helmet after someone just used it.

In response to some questions, stated that there are no benefits with being in the RSA
other than the expertise that the RSA has in the roller skating industry. Admitted that
many of the provisions of the Bill are similar to the industry guidelines that the RSA
has.

Ginger Samuels

Is in favor of Senate Bill 436. Wondered why Virginia cannot pass Senate Bill 436
when other states already have similar statutes. Believed the health issue in regards to




the helmets is not much of an issue at all since all children share things. Also,
believed that there are sprays that can be used on the helmets. Stated that many
teenagers take first aid classes through programs to help prepare them for taking care
of children and that the cost to train a worker is nothing compared to the safety of a
child. Also stated that she has no problem with a the helmet provision that would
require children ten years or younger to wear helmets since they would respond to
such a requirement. Had been to skating rinks and had never seen a helmet on a child
and had never heard an announcement from the rink advising people to wear helmets.
Helmet awareness needed to be on the part of both parents and roller skating rinks.

Sheryl Grady

Clark Andrew Guye’s
aunt

Is in favor of Senate Bill 436. Felt the health issues regarding the helmets is a non
issue since there are sprays that can be used in them. Would have had her children
wear helmets if she had been aware that they were required or welcomed by the rink.
Never saw a sign at a rink welcoming people to bring their own safety equipment.
Wondered why the rinks cannot rent the helmets in much the same way they rent
skates or simply provide helmets for unfortunate children. Regarding the first aid
provision, felt that there are organizations that will provide such training for free.
Pointed out that on the day Clark Andrew Guye died there was no one at the rink
certified to assist him with his injuries. Believed that through the fees the rinks
charge, the owners can recoup the cost of the helmets that way. Felt that skating rinks
have to be held more liable than what they are and that helmets are definitely needed
to protect the children.

Chuck and Mabel Beck

Clark Andrew Guye’s
maternal grandparents

Is in favor of Senate Bill 436. Believed the bill is good and that we now live in a
safer world due to the safety provisions and regulations that are now in place on many
things.

Emily Swenson

Legislative Assistant to
Senator Martin E.
Williams

Stated that Senator Williams will be carrying Senate Bill 436 in the 2003 Session of
the General Assembly. Read a letter from Senator Williams (see “Summary of
Written Comments” in Appendix G for a summary of the letter.)

Stated that Senator Williams does not see any way around not having a minimum
amount of helmets available inside roller skating rinks for skaters. Pointed out that
the skaters are not required to wear the helmets, simply that they be made available by
the rinks. Did agree that the 10% number of helmets should be based on average
attendance rather than average capacity. Discussed the history of the bill during the
2002 Session of the General Assembly. Pointed out that the bill will not create a
roller skating police.

Bryant Suss

Commonwealth Attorney,
Newport News

Is in favor of Senate Bill 436. Is a parent. Felt that citizens and parents owe the
highest duty to the children of Virginia. Supported the bill because it raises
awareness in the community regarding the risks involved with roller skating,
including death. Before the death of Clark Andrew Guye, never considered that his
children should wear helmets inside of rink but now they do. Felt that one cannot
equate the cost of buying helmets with the loss of a child. Believed that the bill
would reduce the liability of the rinks since it does not require people to wear helmets
in the rinks.
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APPENDIX E

Summary of Public Comments

from September 23, 2002 Public Hearing in Richmond

Board for Professional and Occupational Regulation

Study Need for Regulating Roller Skating Rinks

Pursuant to Senate Bill 436

Name and Affiliation

Summary of Comments

Emily Swenson

Legislative Assistant to
Senator Martin E.

Stated that Senator Williams will be carrying Senate Bill 436 in the 2003 Session of
the General Assembly. Read a letter from Senator Williams (see “Summary of
Written Comments” in Appendix G for a summary of the letter.)

Williams In response to a question, stated that nothing in the bill would prevent roller skating
rinks from either renting or selling the helmets they are being asked to provide.
Gibb Howell Stated that the industry agrees with the idea of posting the duties and responsibilities

Owner, Skate America in
Mechanicsville, Virginia

of the operators but also feel that the duties and responsibilities of the skaters need to
be posted as well as a way of increasing their awareness. Did not understand why the
bill singles out only for profit roller skating rinks when there are other areas where
roller skating injuries could occur. Felt that perhaps the bill should be expanded to
cover those other areas as well. Stated that maximum capacity may not be the best
way to base the number of helmets a rink needs to have available. Also, with regards
to helmets, did not know if the ratio of helmet sizes to skate sizes a rink has available
is an accurate ratio to use. Also, wondered about the liability issues that the bill fails
to address, like what would happen if a rink ran out of helmets and someone still got
hurt. Did not believe that simply having helmets on the shelves will raise the
awareness of skaters to use them. Believed that mandatory signage stating that the
rinks recommend the use of helmets would be a better way to address this issue. Felt
that the use of helmets should be optional and should be upon the parent to make that
determination. Stated that the industry standard of 1 floor guard per every 200 skaters
should be used in the bill since no evidence has been presented that this ratio is not
adequate. Wants further definition regarding what level of emergency first aid
training the bill is calling for floor guards. Would rather see the owners decide who
would receive such training as long as a responsible party was on staff during a rink’s
hours of operation.

In response to questions, stated that his rink does not have skaters sign a release of
liability document but that his rink does have signs pointing out some of the risks
involved with skating. Is open to working with Senator Williams to find some
common ground with the bill. Felt that skating is a social activity and if the bill
required children below a certain age to wear a helmet in order to skate then his
business would be hurt since the children would find another activity to do. Would




have to look into the feasibility of renting and selling helmets as a possible way of
recovering the costs to the rink to have helmets available.

Gary and Dawn Guye

Clark Andrew Guye’s
parents

Believed that it is fine for the rinks to be able to rent the helmets but did not want to
prevent someone who cannot afford to rent a helmet to not be able to use one.
Wanted everybody to have the opportunity to skate with a helmet. Believed that
organizations may be willing to donate helmets to rinks as way of promoting
themselves. Did not feel that the industry is doing enough to encourage people to
wear helmets in the rinks. With regard to the emergency first aid training, believed
that while not every floor guard would need to be trained that the floor guard on duty
should be trained since he would be the first person to arrive at the scene of an
accident. Claimed that the bill would be amended to specify what level of first aid
training a floor guard would need to have.

Karin Guye Believed that if you encourage children to wear helmets they will wear them.
Believed that if the rinks were to market the wearing of helmets it would be a win-win

Related to Gary and situation for everyone involved. Did not believe that the emergency first aid training

Dawn Guye of floor guards is as big an issue as the rinks are making out since her daughter
received CPR and first aid training at a young age through a babysitting course and
that there are local organizations willing to provide such training.

Andy Adams Is a member of both the RSA and the USA Roller Sports. To the best of his

Roller skating center
operator and

Member of the Virginia
State Bar

knowledge, neither organization had been contacted regarding the Senate Bill 436.
Felt that the bill is not the least restrictive means available to accomplish the
objectives of the bill but did not offer any alternatives at that time that would be less
restrictive. Did believe that signage and awareness aspects would be important
components of less restrictive means. Felt that the bill is counter to the freedoms that
all Americans have. Is very much opposed to the helmet provision in the bill.
Believed the law of supply and demand should dictate if helmets are to be provided in
a roller skating rink.

Malcolm Huffman

Operator, Hugo’s
Skateway in Bealton,
Virginia

Been a rink operator for 10 years and his paramount concern is for the safety of his
patrons. Stated that he currently performs many of the duties stated in the bill (ex.
inspect the floors, inspect the skates). Pays close attention to the guidelines
established by the RSA. Claimed that his rink has a minimum of three floor guards
on duty at any given time. Also claimed that his rink has signs posted stating what
the duties and responsibilities are while people are in the rink. Submitted that the
legislation is not necessary. Felt that a lot of what is in the bill can be voluntarily
agreed to by the rinks and the associations. Is afraid that the bill would eventually get
out of hand and grow to calling for a full regulatory scheme over the industry. Stated
that he permits children and parents to bring safety gear into his rink. Agreed that
there is an opportunity to market helmets but there is concern regarding the amount of
helmets a rink needs to carry in inventory. He had no objection to carrying helmets
and no objection to people bringing helmets into the rink. Thought it should be a
voluntary thing since he feels that if the wearing of helmets became mandatory it
would have some impact, especially on those children who cannot afford to buy a
helmet.

In response to some questions, stated that membership in the associations is voluntary
and adherence to the associations guidelines is mandatory as well. Felt that rinks




belong to the associations due to the associations experience and expertise in the
industry. Estimated that the majority of accidents in his rink occur to those between
10 and 16 years of age. Claimed that his floor guards are instructed to specifically
watch out for children skating as well as slower and less experienced skaters. Has no
resistance to renting helmets just with making it a mandatory thing. Stated that there
1s an insurance program available through the associations and that his rink has
availed themselves of this program. Claimed he is in contact with his insurance
provider for risk management purposes.

Terry Moore

General Manager, Skate-
A-Way, Incorporated,
Chesterfield, Virginia

Concerned about the potential regulation her industry is facing with the bill.
Wondered why parents and others who are responsible are being left out of the bill.
Claimed that her facility sells helmets but does not rent them due to possible health
concerns. Wondered why every bicycle shop does not sell a helmet with every
bicycle that is sold. Stated that her floor guards are trained and that her rink has a
medical person on staff at all times. Stated that in her 11 years of experience she is
only aware of one head injury and that was to an adult not to a child. Believed that
the bill may hurt 80% of the small businesses in Virginia. Wondered why the rinks
should be making children wear helmets when the children’s own parents are not
making them wear helmets.
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APPENDIX F

Summary of Public Comments

from October 4, 2002 Public Hearing in Roanoke

Board for Professional and Occupational Regulation

Study Need for Regulating Roller Skating Rinks

Pursuant to Senate Bill 436

Name and Affiliation

Summary of Comments

Cynthia Anderson

Represents Fun Quest
Family Entertainment

Concerned regarding what Senate Bill 436 will mean to the roller skating industry.
Main concern is over the helmet provision. Due to her 15 years as a speed skating
coach, is very concerned with the use of helmets that do not fit properly and are not
worn properly. Believed that if people who wear helmets are not educated regarding

Center in Lynchburg, these two issues then there will be a false sense of security with wearing a helmet.

Virginia Wants to make roller skating safer for everyone. Stated that the industry was not
contacted to provide input into this bill. Her opinion is that the current bill is very

Officer and Member of ineffective but she would like to work to make the bill better.

the Board of Directors of

the Roller Skating In response to some questions, stated that she felt that under the current wording in

Association the bill helmets will not be properly sized or worn by skaters. Felt that a helmet is an
individual piece of equipment. Is not against children wearing helmets but is against
rinks providing helmets that may not fit well or be properly worn. Believed more
education is needed which could be accomplished through the use of signs regarding
helmets in the rinks. Stated that her research shows that there is no relationship
between shoe size and head size. Her first choice would be for parents and skaters to
go out and get custom fitted for helmets which they would own. Felt that it is the
parent’s responsibility to provide the helmets for children to wear.

Jim Anderson Pointed out that his rink is already regulated by various fire, building and health

Represents Fun Quest
Family Entertainment
Center in Lynchburg,
Virginia

codes. Also, pointed out that if rinks do not run a good, safe, clean environment then
they are going to lose their customers. Felt the bill is a little confusing regarding
which issue it is trying to address, helmets or safety. Also felt that the bill has holes
in it since there are other skating venues (ex. churches, parks, recreational centers)
that are not covered by the bill. Pointed out that there are some national standards
that are different than what the bill calls for which have been adopted in other states.
Felt that the Illinois law, as it is written, is acceptable to the industry. Believed that if
the bill was an exact duplication of the Illinois law then the industry would
wholeheartedly support it. With regard to the emergency first aid training of floor
guards, felt that their responsibility is more than just providing first aid since they are
the first persons at the scene. Believed that floor guards should be instructed, instead,
in the knowledge of how to get first aid brought forth immediately. Questioned the
use of the word “reasonable” in the part of the bill dealing with the skater’s duties and
responsibilities since who will determine what is or is not reasonable.




Brought copies of safety materials that the RSA provides. Pointed out that the RSA
does not dictate to its members how to run their businesses but rather makes
suggestions and the members try to follow them. Stated that in the late 90’s
everything that happened with skating came from the sudden increase in outdoor
skating due to in-line skates. Stated that information he had showed that there had
been 36 skating related deaths since 1992 but that 31 of them involved motor vehicles
which meant that they happened outdoors and not in a rink. Claimed that the majority
of skating related injury statistics have to do with skating outdoors instead of in a
rink. Pointed out that in Virginia only 10 counties have bicycle helmet laws since it is
not a state law and the injury rate on bicycles is tremendous compared to skating.

Chris Conner

Owner, Skate Center in
Roanoke, Virginia

Stated that most rink owners and operators would probably support the bill if it copied
the Illinois law as is. Believed that the Illinois law does not address helmets. Other
concerns he had with the bill was with the emergency first aid training of floor guards
provision as well as the ratio of floor guards to skaters.

Emily Swenson

Legislative Assistant to
Senator Martin E.
Williams

Stated that Senator Williams will be carrying Senate Bill 436 in the 2003 Session of
the General Assembly. Read a letter from Senator Williams (see “Summary of
Written Comments” in Appendix G for a summary of the letter.)

In response to a question, stated that the bill does not call for an enforcement agency
going around and inspecting roller skating rinks in Virginia. Indicated that Section
59.1-524 in the bill has stayed the same. Wanted to stress that there is nothing
scientific about going to a store and buying a helmet other than to make sure it fits
and is properly fastened. Also, if an accident were to occur in a rink it would still be
up to the community member to pursue a civil claim against a rink.

Dan McCarty

Owner, Star City Roller
Skating rink in Roanoke,
Virginia. Also is the
owner of a rink in North
Carolina.

Certified Public
Accountant

Stated that there is indeed a method to putting on a helmet. Through experience has
found out that if a helmet is not worn properly then it is worse than if people wore no
helmet at all since it provides a false sense of security. Had no problem with people
wearing helmets in the rinks but did not believe that rinks should be asked to provide
them. Also, has no problem with signs recommending that people wear helmets.
Wondered how the helmets were going to be sanitized that would potentially not
cause a reaction with the people wearing them. Questioned the use of the word
“reasonable” in the bill since who will determine what is or is not reasonable.

Wanted the signage provisions currently in the bill to read more like the provisions
that other states have since it helps everyone understand what their responsibilities
are. Wanted to know why rinks were being asked to provide helmets when the
parents were not being asked to take responsibility to get a helmet for their own child.
With regards to the emergency first aid provision, pointed out that he employees
students as floor guards since he pays minimum wage and he did not want them to
administer first aid to people who get hurt. Claimed his floor guards are trained to get
a manager to come out immediately if there is an injury and that the floor guards are
trained to keep the other patrons away and direct traffic. Other areas of concern with
the bill were the posted signage and floor guard to skater ratio.

In response to questions about what the financial cost would be to the rinks to have
qualified persons available to administer first aid and to implement the helmet




provision, claimed he would provide a fiscal feasibility study on these issues.
(NOTE: the results of Mr. McCarty’s study are summarized in Appendix G.) Did
state that to implement the provisions of the bill would call for a price increase at the
rinks which would cause a decrease in demand in a market where demand is already
decreasing.

Gary and Dawn Guye

Clark Andrew Guye’s
parents

Claimed they went onto the internet to see what various roller skating related
organizations were saying about helmets. Stated that the International Inline Skating
Association supports legislation requiring people under the age of 18 to wear helmets
while inline skating and strongly recommends voluntary use of helmets by all skaters
and that helmets should meet the standards of recognized organizations including
ANSI, Snell, ASTM, and HECC. Claimed the Association also encourages all
retailers to offer full protective gear for sale or rent on their premises and supports
mandatory legislation to this end. Stated that the Roller Skating Association
International’s (RSA) web site also recommended the use of helmets and safety gear
while skating outside but once you come into a roller skating rink the RSA said that
the gear is not necessary because of the better conditions in the rinks. Felt that the
RSA needs to change its policy to recommend safety gear both inside and outside.
Stated that the cost of helmets may not be as high as has been stated. Believed that
there are sanitary products on the market that can be used to clean the helmets so the
health issue can be dealt with that way.

With regard to the emergency first aid training for floor guards, stated that when their
son died every floor guard in the rink scattered and that it was up to Mr. Guye and a
doctor, who was in the rink at the time with his daughter, to provide medical
assistance to their injured son. Also stated that as of yet the RSA or one of its
representatives had yet to contact them to discuss working on the bill together.

Erica Mongomery

Clark Andrew Guye’s
cousin

Student at Radford
University

With regard to the emergency first aid training for floor guards, pointed out that day
care center employees are CPR certified and they are paid probably only a little more
than floor guards make. Believed that rinks could make money renting helmets out so
it would be a cost that they would eventually recover. Believed the bill maybe needs
some things changed but that it should be implemented.

Roy Stein

Rink operator in
Winchester, Virginia

Believed you cannot legislate something that is going to prevent tragedies because
sometimes tragedies just happen. Believed that children are not going to put a helmet
on when they go skating in a rink. Is in favor of public awareness and claimed to
have signs around his rink that warned skaters of things to be aware of. Felt that there
is an issue around the fact that the bill did not specify what type of safety helmets a
rink needs to provide. Also, felt that there are health issues regarding the use of
helmets that the rinks are being asked to provide by the bill.

In response to some questions, stated that he would support a bill that was exactly
similar to the Illinois law. Stated that he has never had a head injury in his skating
rink over the past 20 years he has been in the industry. Stated that only one time has
he ever had a parent ask him if it was alright for their child to wear a helmet in his
rink. Stated that he thinks it is a wonderful idea for people to wear their own safety




gear in his rink. Claimed that at one time he had wrist guards available for use in his
rinks since wrist injuries are very common for skaters. He was unable to rent them
and even when he provided them for free nobody wanted to use them. Felt that the
same will happen with the helmet provision especially if parents do not come into the
rink to make sure that their child is wearing a helmet. Is willing to post signs in his
rink in order to raise the awareness of wearing safety helmets. Stated that he is a
member of a skating association and has received benefits from his membership, like
attending conventions where safety seminars are conducted and sharing experiences
with other members.
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APPENDIX G

Summary of Written Comments

Board for Professional and Occupational Regulation

Study Need for Regulating Roller Skating Rinks

Pursuant to Senate Bill 436

Name, Affiliation and
Date

Summary of Comments

Senator Martin E.
Williams

September 20, 2002

Asked the Board to recommend passage of the Roller Skating Safety Act (Senate Bill
436). Stated that the purpose of the bill is to set minimum guidelines by which rink
owners and roller skaters must abide. Stated that roller skating rinks have inherent
risks that skaters and owners must be aware of. Hoped that the bill will reduce these
risks. Stated that the bill leaves it up to the community to enforce the Act and that it
does not mandate enforcement.

NOTE: Senator Williams’ aide read the text of this letter at the Board’s September
20, 2002 public hearing in Newport News and the Board’s September 23, 2002 public
hearing in Richmond.

Patty Rountree
Friend of the Guyes

October 1, 2002

Wrote on behalf of the Guyes. Her 5 year old daughter attended a function at a rink
where none of the children wore helmets. Was with the Guyes at the hospital after the
death of their son. Believed that if the Roller Skating Safety Act were passed it would
prevent another tragedy from occurring. Regarding the helmet provision in the bill,
stated that no cost is too great to save a life and if there was more education out there
about the dangers that rinks pose then more helmets would be worn. Believed that
helmet manufacturers would provide rinks helmets either at cost or for free as a way
to advertise their helmets.

Senator Martin E.
Williams

September 20, 2002

Wrote in response to the concerns that had been raised at the first two public hearings
regarding the Roller Skating Safety Act. Stated that several compromises have been
made to the bill: (1) the number of helmets rinks need to have available can be equal
to the average number of attendees at the rink and (2) the helmets may be issued for
rent by the rinks. Felt that there has been positive discourse as a result of the hearings
and that the changes being made to the bill will improve it chances of being
implemented.

NOTE: Senator Williams’ aide read the text of this letter at the Board’s October 4,
2002 public hearing in Roanoke.

Victoria Tharp

Owner of Skate-N-Fun
Zone

Secretary/Tresurer of the

Owns a skating center in Manassas, Virginia and has been in the family entertainment
business for over 18 years. Attended the public hearing in Roanoke on October 4,
2002. Believed the skating industry has 3 main concerns with the Roller Skating
Safety Act:

1. The helmet issue




Southeastern Regional
Chapter of the Roller
Skating Association
International (RSA)

October 7, 2002

Felt safety helmets are a very personal item that are only effective when fitted and
secured properly. Most children already have safety helmets due to local ordinances
requiring them in order to ride a bicycle. For some reason, their parents choose not to
have them wear the helmets in her rink. There are also sanitation issues with the
helmets. Would rather educate parents about helmet use than make the rinks provide
helmets. Stated that the Girl Scouts in her area tried to require all girls to wear safety
gear while skating at their rinks. Parents and children opposed this requirement so it
just became a recommendation. Felt that if the rinks are required to provide helmets
they will just sit on the shelves in the rinks. Believed that helmets are a choice to be
made by parents and their children. Helmets should be sized to fit the child and the
child taught how to wear and secure it properly. Felt that the responsibilities of the
rinks should be to provide signage and education regarding the wearing of helmets
while skating.

2. Ratio of 1 floor guard per 100 skaters

Claimed that the other states with similar skating safety statutes have the ratio as 1
floor guard per every 200 skaters and that this ratio is also used by the RSA. Does not
understand where Virginia got this 1 to 100 ratio from and felt that it needed to be
changed. Wanted Senate Bill 436 amended to make the ration 1 floor guard for every
200 skaters.

3. Floor guards provided with emergency first aid training

Stated that the floor guards in her rink are usually students in the 15-16 age range.
Claimed they are not old enough to become licensed EMT’s and that their training
would not be in the best interest of the customers. Would rather have them maintain
control of the floor and protect other customers from further injury. Wanted Senate
Bill 436 amended so that floor guards are trained to be able to access emergency
medical care.

Felt that the legislation, as it is currently written, is not effective and does not
accomplish the goals it claims to want to achieve.

Nancy L. Becker

Owner of two roller
skating rinks in Virginia

October 9, 2002

Attended the October 4, 2002 public hearing in Roanoke. She and her family have
been involved in skating in some capacity for a very long time. Believed that roller
skating has a lot to offer people both socially, competitively and physically. Provided
detailed suggestions to various parts of Senate Bill 436.

Under “Operator duties and responsibilities”:

1. Change number 1 to read — “Post conspicuously in at least three locations in the
roller skating rink the duties and responsibilities of the skaters and operators as
prescribed in this chapter.”

2. Change the helmet provision to allow for signage instead stating that the
Commonwealth and the rink owners encourage helmet use in the rink. Believed that
if the bill is not changed to insure the proper fit and securing of helmets then this




provision of the bill will not achieve its goal. Believed that the best person to
determine this and who has the primary responsibility is a child’s parents. Also has a
concern regarding the ability to sanitize the helmets.

3. Change the floor guard to skater ratio to be 1 to 200 which is the standard set by
the RSA.

4. Change provision requiring that floor guard receiving emergency first aid training
to read: “Floor Supervisors should be trained to quickly access emergency medical
care.” Felt that people trained to provide medical care of any kind take on a large
responsibility that could subject them to lawsuits. Stated that a floor guard’s main
responsibility is to secure the area and make sure that other skaters do not interfere
with an injured skater. For this reason, the floor guards are not the appropriate people
to be providing emergency medical care to injured skaters.

Dan McCarty, CPA

Owner of Star City
Skating Center in
Roanoke, Virginia

Not dated. Received on
October 11, 2002

Provided a biography of his experience in and around the world of skating. Also
provided figures to show (1) the cost to the average roller skating rink of the helmet
provision ($9, 119.79 increase in yearly expenses with a $5,375.00 initial startup cost)
and (2) the cost of the floor guard to skater ratio and the emergency first aid training
provisions on the average roller skating rink ($43, 273.00 increase in yearly expenses
with a $912.50 initial startup cost).

Believed that the effects of Senate Bill 436 would be devastating on the roller skating
industry in Virginia. With regard to the emergency first aid training provision for
floor guards, stated that the average age of the floor guards being employed is
between 16 and 18. Does not feel they are old enough to be making first aid/medical
decisions on an injured skater. If rinks were to attempt to hire older workers, he
believed the older floor guards would not work for minimum wage so the increase in
payroll costs would be detrimental to the rinks. Also, questioned who will be liable
should the floor guard administer first aid incorrectly even if they are trained.
Believed Virginia should be liable. Stated that the other states with similar safety
statutes do not have such a emergency first aid training provision.

Stated that the other states with similar safety statutes have a floor guard to skater
ratio of 1 to 200.

With regards to the helmet provision, believed that the cost to the rinks of the helmets
would be substantial as well as having a sanitation/health risk as well. Stated that
when parents leave children at rinks, the children do not wear helmets.

Claimed that the roller skating industry has been in a serious economic downturn for
the past couple of years (sales down 25-35% and gross receipts down $300,000-
800,000 depending on the population density where a rink is located.) The increased
costs that the bill would impose on rink owners would cause them to have to raise
prices which would put many rinks out of business. He questioned what children who
want to skate will do if rinks go out of business.




Concerned about the enforcement provision of the bill since he feels it means that he
will have to be calling the police or local sheriffs whenever a skater violates any of
the skater responsibilities stated in the bill. Felt that this is silly since he employs
floor guards to make sure that skaters skate responsibly.

Believed that most rinks are fun, safe places for people to skate and bring their
children. Claimed that most rinks are owned by people that are concerned for
children and the well being of their patrons by following the guidelines set forth by
the RSA.

Lina H. Pace

Woman who teaches
roller skating in a rink

October 16, 2002

Attended the October 4, 2002 public hearing in Roanoke. Has been teaching skaters
for 42 years. Felt sympathy for the Guyes’ loss, however, believed that Senate Bill
436 does not increase the safety of skaters. Felt that in its current form the bill would
destroy the roller skating industry in Virginia. Does not want the industry to be
regulated. Stated that she welcomes children to use helmets when skating at rinks but
wants parents to decide what is best for their children.

Larry I. Zucher

Attorney who assisted
with drafting the New
Jersey version of Senate
Bill 436.

October 17, 2002

Has more than two decades of experience working with roller skating safety statutes
and with management issues in the roller skating industry. Stated that he does not
believe that the roller skating industry needs the type of comprehensive regulation
found with the occupations currently regulated by the Department of Professional and
Occupational Regulation since it will not improve the safety of the rinks. Instead, he
supports the kind of safety statutes found in 11 other states. Supports Senate Bill 436
to the extent that it is a duplication of the Illinois statute it was patterned after.

Recommended that the helmet provision be taken out of the bill and reintroduced
separately after the helmet issue has been studied some more. Felt that the current
helmet provision would not promote effective helmet use by roller skaters and would
not increase the awareness of skaters to wear helmets in rink. Believed that the
current helmet provision in the bill would be a waste of money for the rinks and
would only benefit the sellers of safety helmets. Stated that simply having helmets
available would not encourage their use. Also, stated that simply putting a helmet on
a person’s head that was not appropriate for roller skating, that does not fit properly,
and that was not secured properly would not protect someone from a head injury. Felt
that the best people to promote helmet usage are parents.

Additional recommendation to various other parts of the bill:
1. Have the rink owners post the responsibilities of the skaters as outlined in the bill.

2. Change the ratio of floor guards to skaters to 1 to 200 which is the generally
accepted ratio both nationally and in most of the other roller skating safety statutes.

3. Floor guards should be trained to obtain emergency first aid services but should
not be required to give such services themselves.

4. Section 59.1-521 (11) — should be rewritten to read “Maintain and inspect rental
skates on a regular basis.”




5. Section 59.1-522 (1) — should be rewritten to read “Maintain reasonable control of
his speed and course at all times.”

6. Section 59.1-522 (2) — the word “reasonable” should be replaced with “stated”
since skaters should not be able to decide what instructions are reasonable or not.

7. Add two additional duties for skaters:
a. “Accept the responsibility for knowing the range of the skater’s
own ability to negotiate the intended direction of travel while on roller
skates and to skate within the limits of that mobility.”
b. “Maintain a proper lookout to avoid other roller skaters and
objects.” This section was in the Illinois statute but was left out of
Senate Bill 436.

A. G. Howell, III

Owner of Skate America
in Mechanicsville,
Virginia

October 21, 2002

Believed that while the industry supports safety measures Senate Bill 436 barely
addresses safety concerns. Felt that the industry does not support the bill for this
reason. Provided detailed injury data to show the relationship of roller skating
injuries compared to other activities and sports. Felt that other options exist, like
mandatory signage, that would achieve the same goals that the bill hopes to achieve.
Believed that the bill was created in a vacuum without any input from the industry.
For this reason, believed the bill is over burdensome. Stated that it is incumbent upon
anyone participating in an activity or the parents of a child to educate themselves
about all of the risks associated with that activity and to use the recommended safety
equipment.

Believed that the data shows that roller skating rinks are the safest environment in
which to skate due to having monitoring of skaters by floor guards, cleaned and
inspected facilities, skaters that skate in the same direction and no unexpected objects
that could interfere with skating. Felt that while this is the case the bill only targets
rinks and does not address other venues for skating like parks, boardwalks, non-profit
centers, sidewalks and streets. Felt that most rink practices and procedures are driven
by the 65 years the industry has been around and by the insurance coverage the rinks
have.

Recommendations were made to various parts of the bill as follows:

1. Revise the definition of “Floor Guard” to read “a person employed by the operator
to oversee the skating session and maintain order in the roller skating venue.”

2. Revise the definition of “Operator” to read “a person who owns, manages, controls
or directs or who has operational responsibility for a skating venue.”

3. Revise the definition of “Roller Skater” to read “a person wearing roller skates
while in a skating venue for the purpose of recreational or competitive roller skating.
Roller skater also includes any person in such roller skating venue who is an invitee,
whether or not said person pays consideration.”
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4. Remove the term “Roller Skating Rink™ and replace it with “Skating Venue” with
the following definition ““a for profit private or commercial structure or facility
containing an area specifically designed for roller skating that is regularly used or
offered for use to the public for recreational or competitive roller skating and any
other skating venue (e.g. parks and recreation centers, boardwalks and other places)
where citizens publicly congregate for the purpose of skating (where such activity is
not precluded by law).”

5. Revise the definition of “Spectator” to read “means a person who is present in a
skating venue only for the purpose of observing recreational or competitive skating.”

6. Revise Section 59.1-521 (1) to require the posting of both the operator’s and the
skater’s responsibilities.

7. Replace the helmet provision with a signage provision. The signs could be placed
in a prominent location in the skating venue and would serve as a warning and
education to skaters to wear helmets. The author feels that this would be more
beneficial than having helmets sitting on a shelf that skaters are not required to use.

8. Revise the floor guard to skater ratio to be 1 to 200. Stated that the other states
with skating safety acts have such a ratio. Additionally, states that the rationale
behind this ratio is that up to 10 % of the skaters will require supervision and one
floor guard should be able to assist 20 people out of 200. Additionally, no evidence
has been produced to show why the more stringent ratio currently in the bill is
needed.

9. Revise the provision requiring emergency first aid training to floor guards by
stating that floor guards need to know how to access persons who are trained to
provide such services. The author feels that that the bill does not specify what level
of emergency first aid training is required. Due to the usual young age of most floor
guards, it would not be in the best interest of anyone to have them provide emergency
first aid. Additionally, the author believes that if floor guards do provide medical
care, it would take away from their other responsibilities such as securing the area and
insuring that the injured person is not hit by a skater.

10. Revise Section 59.1-521 (11) to read “inspect and maintain rental skates on a
regular basis to determine serviceability.” The current wording of this section uses
the term “check” which the author feels does not indicate what type of process is used
and “ensure” which seems to imply a warranty that is not there. The author believes
the suggested revised wording seems more appropriate.

11. Revise Section 59.1-522 (1) to read “maintain control of his/her speed and course
at all times, and maintain a vigilant lookout to avoid other skaters and objects.” The
current wording of this section uses the term “reasonable” which the author feels
makes this section ambiguous.




12. Revise Section 59.1-522 (2) to read “comply with all posted signs and warnings
and follow the stated instructions of the operator and/or his agent.” The author feels
this revision would improve this section since now skaters would have to follow all
signs and warnings whether verbal or written.

The author believes that the removal of the helmet provision combined with the
changes suggested above creates the most effective and least restrictive legislation
possible.

Dana Chaput

General Manager,
Haygood Skating Center
Inc. in Virginia Beach,
Virginia

Not dated. Received on
October 29, 2002

Stated that he is a skating rink operator who has been involved in skating for over 35
years. Points out that skating, like many other activities carries with it a certain risk
of injury and in very rare instances death. For the most part, agreed with many of the
items in Senate Bill 436 that establish minimum guidelines for both skaters and rink
operators. Claimed that the RSA as well as the insurance companies have many of
the same guidelines that the bill has. The only exception is the current helmet
provision in the bill. Stated that the main reason that rink operators are not in favor of
the helmet provision is because they are afraid that it will eventually lead to a
mandatory helmet law in Virginia, which was something the Guyes claimed they
wanted when they first drafted the bill. Claimed that skaters do not want to be forced
to wear helmets. Included a petition with the letter that contained over 300 signatures
from patrons of his rink who claim that they are opposed to the bill and that the
helmet provision is not good for many reasons. Wants his customers to retain the
right to determine whether or not they want to wear safety gear. Stated that a helmet
law would destroy the roller skating industry. Asked at what point do we hold the
facilities responsible for the protection of the patron and at what point do we hold the
patrons responsible for their own safety. Wants the helmet provision completely
removed from the bill.
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